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Politics is an integral part of modern society, affecting as such all individuals living 
within it. Being immersed in political societies, most people have opinions on political 
issues, since many issues  concern everyone living in such societies. Some examples 
of political issues include immigrant entitlements, wealth distribution, punitive system, 
health-care system and climate change. Political attitudes are clusters of opinions on 
political issues, rooted in a common attitudinal core. For example, authoritarianism, 
populism and nationalism are some of the political attitudes that provide core beliefs 
affecting opinions on a wide array of political issues. These attitudes are important 
because they affect not only opinions, but also drive political behaviours, such as 
political participation (Quintelier & Hooghe, 2012; Quintelier & van Deth, 2014), voting 
choices (Deckman & Cassese, 2019; Shook et al., 2020), and protesting (Ribeiro & 
Borba, 2016; Bernburg, 2015), therefore having far-reaching effects on societal and 
political outcomes. 
 This dissertation contributes to understanding of political attitudes by examining 
their relationship to the workplace. In doing so, it focuses on two broader questions: 
how do workplace social interactions affect people’s political attitudes, and how do 
people’s political attitudes affect workplace social interactions. These relationships 
are important both from a societal and scientific point of view. From a societal point 
of view, since people spend a significant amount of time at their respective workplaces 
engaging in more or less inevitable workplace social interactions, understanding 
what factors affect these social interactions is useful. For example, if it is the case that 
political attitudes of those involved in workplace social interactions play a role in how 
the interactions unfold, awareness about this process might help everyone involved 
to put workplace interactions into perspective, and perhaps even facilitate workplace 
communication. On the other hand, if it is the case that workplace social interactions 
affect political attitudes, this knowledge would be of great societal importance, as it 
would imply that systemic changes of the workplace (e.g. changes in labour market 
institutions such as labour laws and accompanying dynamic) could produce systemic 
changes in the political landscape. This is probably why the scientific relevance of 
political socialisation has been recognized a long time ago across social science 
disciplines (including sociology, political science, and, more recently, social 
psychology). This recognition resulted in a rich history of theory and empirical 
research regarding the potential effects of different workplace factors on political 
attitudes (e.g. Kohn, 1969; Kohn & Schooler, 1969; Meissner, 1971).
 Due to the aforementioned societal relevance of the notion that the workplace 
affects the political realm, also known as workplace political socialisation, the existing 
literature focuses on the ways in which workplace experiences might affect political 
attitudes (Miller, Schooler, Kohn & Miller, 1979; Slomczynski, Miller & Kohn, 1981; 
Boix & Posner, 1998; Oesch, 2008; 2014; Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014). However, the 
potential opposite causal direction, that of the possible effect of political attitudes on 
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workplace experiences, is overlooked in comparison. Focusing on workplace political 
socialisation without considering this potential opposite causal effect could have led 
to biased interpretations, especially because the available data regarding the topic is 
non-experimental (due to ethical and practical restrictions). Therefore, the present 
research builds on the existing literature about the potential effects of the workplace 
on politics, but also contributes to it in a conceptually and methodologically distinct 
manner, most prominently by simultaneously considering the possibility of the 
opposite causal effect. Considering the potential reciprocal effects between 
workplace social interactions and political attitudes constitutes one of the unique 
contributions of this research to the existing literature on workplace political 
socialisation. The other unique contribution is in focusing on workplace social 
interactions with supervisors and coworkers as sources of political socialisation. 
Thus, the aim of this dissertation is twofold: firstly, to examine the potential effect of 
workplace social interactions on political attitudes, and secondly, to examine the 
potential effect of political attitudes on workplace social interactions. In what follows, 
the current state of the scientific debate concerning work and politics is outlined, 
leading up to how this dissertation follows from and contributes to it. 
What shapes political attitudes?
Studying the multitude of factors that can potentially influence the formation of 
political attitudes resulted in a rich and compelling body of research. This literature is 
encompassed within three theoretical clusters: rational choice, biological, and 
socialisation theories. 
Rational choice theories
A group of theories that proliferated in economics - rational choice theories - 
encompasses the idea of actors’ rationality in political thought. A common thread in 
the existing variety of these theories is the assumption that people behave in the 
function of self-interest, and make decisions that would maximize the chance of 
attaining their goals, based on rational analysis of available information (Sears & 
Funk, 1991). Rational choice theories thus view political attitudes and party afflictions 
as instrumental for the individual, meaning they can change depending on the 
changing needs of the individual as well as changing circumstances (Popkin, 1991). 
As such, rational choice theories can explain at least some voluntary economic 
interactions (Herrnstein, 1990). However, application of rational choice in the socio- 
political context is a topic of active controversy (Opp, 2019; Wittek, Snijders & Nee, 
2020). 
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 Despite it being relatively well accepted by some in political science for its 
contributions in studying elections and political parties, rational choice theory omits 
other factors that affect political attitudes and behaviour of individuals (Hedström & 
Stern, 2017). Empirical evidence suggests that there are forces affecting political 
attitudes and decision making beyond the scope of conscious, rational analysis. 
Such unconscious motivation is known to stem, in the broadest sense, from two 
sources: biological (nature) and socialisation (nurture) factors, which through complex 
interaction shape human behaviour (Lopez & McDermott, 2012).
Biological theories
Findings from multiple research traditions point to the notion that political attitudes 
are partly heritable. For example, Settle, Dawes, Christakis and Fowler (2010) found 
that a certain variant of a dopamine receptor gene, usually associated with novelty 
seeking, is also associated with liberal political ideology. Genes are not the only 
biological manifestations that have been shown to correlate with political attitudes. 
Some studies also show correlation between physiological functions and political 
attitudes. For example, the degree of sensitivity to the smell of other peoples’ body 
odor has been shown to correlate with authoritarianism (Liuzza et al., 2018) and 
prejudice towards a fictive group of migrants (Zakrzewska, Olofsson, Lindholm, 
Blomkvist, & Liuzza, 2019).
 Research linking specific genes or physiology to political attitudes is still in 
relatively early stages, so the bulk of empirical evidence biological theory of political 
attitudes comes from  behavioural genetic research. This stream of research is based 
in two main types of studies, namely adoption and twin studies. Twin studies, that 
brought forward the majority of evidence, rely on comparing the variability of political 
attitudes between monozygotic and dizygotic twins, while knowing that monozygotic 
twins share 100% of genetic variance, and dizygotic 50% (Bell, Schermer & Vernon, 
2009). Therefore, differences in correlations between political attitudes among pairs 
of monozygotic and dizygotic twins are indicative of heritability (Bell et al., 2009). This 
research reveals how much of the differences in the population can be accounted for 
by genetic heritability, and how much by environmental (i.e. social) factors. In the 
case of political attitudes, it is found that roughly half of the variance is linked to 
heredity, and half to socialisation. Examples of political attitudes or ideologies that 
follow this “50-50” principle include authoritarianism (Ludeke, Johnson & Bouchard, 
2013), conservatism (Bouchard et al., 2003) and party identification (Bell et al., 2009).
Socialisation theories
The biological explanations, however, are not readily accepted. This is probably due 
to the firmly rooted assumption in social science that social attitudes are by necessity 
socially learned (Somit & Peterson, 1999). Attitudes in general, including political 
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic
Processed on: 10-8-2021 PDF page: 22
22
Chapter 1
attitudes, were prior to the proliferation of biological theories thought to be exclusively 
learned through socialisation, and independent of any sort of disposition. 
Socialisation, according to the APA dictionary, is “the process by which individuals 
acquire social skills, beliefs, values, and behaviours necessary to function effectively 
in society or in a particular group” (VandenBos, 2007). It is worth noting that beliefs, 
values and behaviours that promote effective functioning in a particular group may 
not promote effective functioning in the society as a whole, and vice versa, as different 
adaptations are needed for different groups and group sizes. Moreover, individuals 
may perceive effective functioning as a part of a group differently, which makes the 
criteria of effective functioning difficult to specify. Therefore, it can be deduced that 
socialisation entails any kind of social learning (i.e. in interactions with individuals and 
institutions that provide experience and positive or negative reinforcement, or by 
observing such interactions). Political attitudes, since they consider functioning and 
relations between groups and individuals, are particularly likely to be affected by 
such learning through socialisation.
 This dissertation explores the relationships between political attitudes and social 
interactions at the workplace. Although this relationship may be bidirectional, it is 
perhaps of more theoretical and practical importance to investigate whether social 
interactions at the workplace affect political attitudes, than the other way around. 
Practically, this is the case because social interactions at work are subject to 
conscious control and therefore subject to change (at least to a certain degree, and 
surely relatively more than attitudes). Theoretically, as mentioned, investigating the 
effect of workplace social interactions on political attitudes is important because it 
contributes to the existing literature about workplace political socialisation. However, 
previous studies on workplace political socialisation are scarce and have by and 
large overlooked the importance of workplace-related social interactions (as will be 
discussed in the “Workplace political socialisation” section of the Introduction, where 
existing literature on the topic is reviewed). In response to this need, the first aim of 
this research is to explore how workplace political socialisation affects political 
attitudes. Therefore, in what follows, socialisation theories are presented in relatively 
greater detail than rational choice or biological theories of political attitudes.
Political socialisation
According to Powell and Cowart (2015), political socialisation is a developmental 
process through which political attitudes are formed. The process of political 
socialisation is mainly concerned with learning about power, namely how power 
operates in the society and institutions, within and between different groups, as well 
as how is one positioned with regards to the overlapping power systems. As 
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic




Greenstein (1968) pointed out, what constitutes political socialisation can range from 
very narrow definitions, including only formal political socialisation (through, for 
example, civics classes in high school); to very broad definitions, including any 
abstract learning that translates to the political realm. Dekker (1991) separates this 
broad range of political socialisation into two distinct categories: direct political 
socialisation on the one hand, and indirect political socialisation on the other. 
According to this distinction, direct political socialisation entails acquiring knowledge, 
skills, attitudes and beliefs that are in themselves political, while indirect political 
socialisation entails psychological changes that are not explicitly political, but affect 
political knowledge, skills, attitudes and beliefs. An example of indirect political 
socialisation is the acquisition of general attitudes, such as the attitude towards 
caregivers as authority figures in early development, which then affects the formation 
of attitudes towards political authorities. This dissertation is based on the broad 
definition of political socialisation that includes indirect political socialisation, as 
processes of interest in the present research fall under the indirect political 
socialisation umbrella (the effect of workplace experiences on political attitudes 
being indirect in its workings). 
 Ever since the initial proliferation of political socialisation as a field of research, 
it was noted that already young children have distinct political orientations and 
attitudes (Easton and Dennis, 1969; Greenstein, 1970; Moore, Lare & Wagner, 1985). 
This insight brought forward the question what political socialisation factors determine 
the political development of children. Since children’s immediate social context consists 
predominantly of their family members, family was immediately recognized as the 
likely most important agent of political socialisation (Hyman, 1959). Several empirical 
studies found concordance between parents’ and children’s political attitudes 
(Jennings & Niemi, 1968; Percheron & Jennings, 1981), political participation (Beck & 
Jennings, 1982) and party identification (Campbell, Converse, Miller & Stokes, 1960). 
Moreover, other sources of political socialisation are recognized as potentially 
important at a young age, such as formal and informal education received at schools, 
peer groups, religious institutions, mass media or historical events (Dekker, 1991). 
The existence of political qualities at a young age along with the recognition of 
potential sources of political socialisation served as a starting point for the three 
main hypotheses (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989) regarding political socialisation as a 
developmental process: the impressionable years hypothesis, increasing persistence 
hypothesis, and lifelong openness hypothesis. 
Impressionable years hypothesis
According to the impressionable years hypothesis, young people (in developmental 
stages of late adolescence and early adulthood) are sensitive to social, cultural and 
political historical changes (Jennings & Niemi, 1968). Examples of formative events 
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include war, terrorist attacks, market collapse, protests and so on. However, formative 
influences do not necessarily have to be abrupt events, but also include the general 
socio-economic climate and child-rearing practices of a certain time. Young people 
are disproportionately affected by these influences, which leave a permanent mark 
on their developing political attitudes (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989). It is considered that 
such relative importance and permanence of attitudes formed during the early 
developmental stages explains generational differences between cohorts (Smets & 
Neundorf, 2014).
 Empirical tests of this hypothesis are based in different types of longitudinal 
research, often trying to pinpoint the impressionable years window. Erikson, 
MacKuen, and Stimson (2002) found the impact of important political events to be 
the largest at ages 18 and 19, while Bartels and Jackman (2014) find this impact to be 
the largest between the ages of 7 and 17. Newcomb, Koenig, Hacks, and Warwick 
(1967) found significant effects of political socialisation later in life, at the age of young 
adulthood - between the years 18 to 25. As can be seen, although there is no 
consensus on which years of life exactly should be considered the impressionable 
years, the research findings indicate that the period of high sensitivity to political 
socialisation extends to about 25 years of age. As for the lower bound of the 
impressionable years window, there is not much empirical evidence. A notable 
exception is, for example, the study of Van Deth, Abendschön and Vollmar (2011), 
who examine the development of political knowledge and political orientations 
between the ages of approximately six to seven. Due to the difficulty of verbal 
communication with young children this study is one of very few examples, but the 
assumption is that children have already acquired some form of political attitudes 
before they are capable of verbalizing them (Niemi & Sobieszek, 1977). 
Increasing persistence hypothesis
Complementary to the impressionable years hypothesis is the increasing persistence 
hypothesis postulated by Glenn (1980). According to the increasing persistence 
hypothesis, individuals are very susceptible to the influences of political socialisation 
and the associated attitude changes while young, but as they age, political attitudes 
become more stable. In other words, whatever effects historical events, family, peers 
or institutions had on individuals’ political attitudes by the age of 25 are likely 
to persist, and become progressively less likely to change as time goes by. The 
assumptions of the impressionable years hypothesis and the increasing persistence 
hypothesis are encompassed in the so called primacy principle. According to this 
principle, fundamental political orientations are learned at a young age, from then on 
guiding any future acquisition of political orientation, thereby rendering modifications 
of political orientations at a later stage limited (Searing, Wright & Rabinowitz, 1976). 
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 Although the impressionable years and the increasing persistence hypothesis 
overlap significantly in what they practically imply (as encompassed in the primacy 
principle), there is a key difference. Namely, while the impressionable years hypothesis 
predicts that attitudes are very flexible until a certain age when they suddenly become 
and remain stable, the increasing persistence hypothesis predicts that after a certain 
age attitudes become gradually more stable the older one gets. Thus, the way to test 
the increasing persistence hypothesis is to compare attitude stability between 
different age groups. Studies that did this have reached different conclusions. Some 
found increased stability of political attitudes with increasing age (Newcomb et al., 
1967; Jennings & Niemi, 1978). Some obtained mixed findings, like Sears (1981), who 
finds gradually increasing attitude stability with age increasing from 21 to 60, with a 
sharp decline in stability after the age of 60. Others, yet, did not find that attitudes 
became more stable with age at all. For example, Jennings and Markus (1984) do not 
find evidence of attitude stability increasing with age from 25 to 63. Similarly, Krosnick 
and Alwin (1989) do not find increasing attitude stability from age 33 to 83. Such 
inconclusive findings on stability of political attitudes in adulthood paved the way for 
the third and newest view of political socialisation as a developmental process - the 
lifelong openness hypothesis.
Lifelong openness hypothesis
According to the lifelong openness hypothesis, individual political attitudes can 
change throughout the lifespan and remain responsive to changing circumstances 
(Krosnick & Alwin, 1989). Although it may seem that this view contradicts the 
impressionable years and the increasing persistence hypothesis, they are not per se 
incompatible. In fact, while it may be true that susceptibility of political attitudes to 
change is lower in adulthood as predicted by the two previously outlined hypotheses, 
as long as any change of attitude happens in adulthood, that is an indication of 
lifelong openness. According to the previous empirical findings, this is exactly the 
case - it seems that although political attitudes are relatively stable past the point of 
young adulthood, they do also change to a degree that warrants scholarly attention 
(Searing et al., 1976; Jennings & Markus, 1984; Krosnick & Alwin, 1989).
 Although the empirical evidence available can hardly definitely distinguish 
between the impressionable years and increasing persistence hypotheses, one 
conclusion seems to be prevalent – the flexibility of attitudes decreases after young 
adulthood (whether abruptly or gradually). There are several theoretical explanations 
of this. Glenn (1980) offers a physiological explanation related to effects that aging 
is known to have on the brain and its functions, such as information processing 
and memory, which could ultimately be responsible for impaired integration of new 
information and thereby reduced flexibility of attitudes in response to such new 
information. Another, social explanation relates to the tendency of social disengagement 
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic
Processed on: 10-8-2021 PDF page: 26
26
Chapter 1
with age, thereby reducing the likelihood of exposure to new information and opposing 
beliefs (Gergen & Back, 1966). Finally, a cognitive explanation is proposed as 
encompassed in the structuring principle, which posits that early acquired political 
orientations guide and structure more specific political attitudes that develop later in 
life (Somit & Peterson, 1987). The structuring principle did not receive empirical 
support for two reasons: one is the lack of longitudinal research following respondents 
throughout the lifespan from early childhood; and the other is that political orientations 
and specific attitudes towards everyday political issues seem to be rather unrelated 
(Searing, Schwartz & Lind, 1973). Regardless, early political orientations, attitudes or 
beliefs could play a role in the development of orientations, attitudes and beliefs later 
in life (Searing, Wright & Rabinowitz, 1976). This possibility is of relevance in this 
dissertation, as it inspired some of the tested hypotheses1. Therefore, I further 
elaborate the theoretical rationale behind the potential effect of pre-existing political 
cognition on subsequent development of political cognition.
 The consensus in studying human cognition seems to be that learning is 
cumulative by nature, meaning it develops sequentially over time (Lee, 2012). In other 
words, learning is a process of cumulating knowledge, whereby new knowledge is 
formed in connection with old knowledge. Although the cumulative learning hypothesis is 
most well-known for its application in cognitive and educational psychology (Gagne, 
1968), it is relevant in the context of political socialisation as well, since it explains how 
development of political cognition does not happen in a vacuum, but rather in 
connection and relation to already existing political cognition. In particular, existing 
political cognition (as well as existing general cognition) provides a lens and a 
reference point for perceiving and making sense of new information (Searing et al., 
1976; Searing et al., 1973).  This directive role of existing knowledge in cumulative 
learning can explain how the same socialisation events can have different effects on 
different people, depending on their existing values, attitudes and beliefs.
 Considering the implications of several relevant factors for formation of political 
attitudes discussed so far (i.e. the role of genetic heritability; the importance of early 
political socialisation as posited in the impressionable years and increasing 
persistence hypotheses; cumulative learning), it is clear that the effect of adult political 
socialisation is expected to be relatively limited. This is important to have in mind 
when reading this dissertation, which focuses precisely on adult political socialisation. 
Some of the sources of political socialisation in adulthood are the same as the ones 
relevant at a young age, such as mass media, historical events and institutions. 
Additionally, the workplace stands out as an important source of adult political 
socialisation (Dekker, 1991).
1 The moderation effect predicted in chapter 3 and 4, whereby employees’ existing value of power distance 
determines the effect of suppression by the supervisor on political attitudes
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Workplace political socialisation 
In the broadest sense, workplace socialisation is any form of learning that takes place 
in or results from experiences in the workplace context. So far, two distinct research 
traditions of workplace socialisation have been established. First is the research into 
socialisation of newcomers to fit their role within the organisation. Second is the 
research into workplace socialisation that affects other areas of life, such as leisure, 
family and political life. Such effect that transfers between different life domains is 
called spillover, and it is based in intra-individual changes that originate in one 
domain and transfer to the other (Bakker, Demerouti & Burke, 2009). Thus, any effect 
an individual’s workplace has on life outside of the workplace is also known as 
workplace spillover effect. Workplace spillover may have far reaching consequences, 
such as the effect of work-related stress on family-related stress (Grzywacz, Almeida 
& McDonald, 2002), marital and life satisfaction (Allen, Herst, Bruck & Sutton, 2000), 
and even substance abuse (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). As the outcome of interest in 
this dissertation – political attitudes – also lies outside of the organisation domain, in 
what follows the existing literature on workplace spillover is outlined.
The work-to-politics spillover 
The interest in workplace spillover to other life domains can be traced back to the 
“carry-over” versus “compensation” debate. Three competing hypotheses characterized 
this debate. First spillover hypothesis is the carry-over hypothesis, which posits that 
workplace experiences have an effect on the individual that generalises into their 
personal life outside of the workplace, by virtues of learning through observation, 
reinforcement, or assuming roles (Meissner, 1971). For example, Meissner (1971) and 
Karasek (2004) find significant effects of job content characteristics on engagement 
in leisure activities outside of work, implying that engagement in activities at work 
spills over to engagement in social activities outside work. 
 The second spillover hypothesis, named the compensation hypothesis, involves 
a compensation effect between the workplace and personal life, i.e. seeking the 
opposite of what the workplace has to offer. The rationale here is that individuals have 
varying levels of needs or preferences for activities, and attempt to fulfill them across 
life domains. Thus, if a certain need is not fulfilled at the workplace, individuals will 
seek to fulfill it outside of the workplace; conversely, if the need is fulfilled through 
work, individuals will be less inclined to pursue fulfillment of that need outside of the 
workplace. Empirical support for this hypothesis is scarce and limited to finite 
resources, such as time and physical effort (i.e. the more time and physical energy 
one uses at work, the less of it is available for activities unrelated to work) (Staines, 
1980). Notably, the carry-over and compensation hypotheses do not have to be 
mutually exclusive (Faunce & Dubin, 1975). Both can be true, even on the individual 
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level, as an individual can for example use compensation to rest from work, and when 
rested proceed to carry over knowledge, skills or attitudes acquired at work to other 
areas of life. 
 Finally, the third spillover hypothesis is the null-hypothesis, namely that work 
exerts no effect on the person’s life outside of the workplace. Some studies, indeed, 
found no connection between, for example, alienation in work (Seeman, 1967) or 
work involvement (Grubb, 1975) with leisure activities. As can be seen, it is difficult to 
compare the support these hypotheses received, because both the studied 
workplace characteristics and the outcomes representing the domain outside of 
work are diverse. 
 From the three hypotheses about the relationship between the workplace and 
other areas of life, the carry-over hypothesis is the only one that encompasses workplace 
socialisation. Specifically, the carry-over hypothesis assumes that the learning in one 
social context (the workplace) extends its effects outside of that same social context. 
As this dissertation focuses on the effects of workplace socialisation on the political 
realm, the carry-over hypothesis is the one this research builds on. The existing 
literature further supposes three mechanisms of carry-over based in workplace 
political socialisation. These mechanisms of workplace political socialisation are 
namely (1) skill development, (2) occupational autonomy and task structure, and (3) 
the workplace as a facilitator of crosscutting discourses. 
 The first mechanism of workplace political socialisation is the use of skills 
developed at the workplace in political life. The idea is that involvement in organisational 
decision making enhances political skills (Bandura, 1994; Carter, 2006; Greenberg, 
Grunberg & Daniel, 1996). It is assumed that people generalise problem-solving 
techniques developed and practiced in the workplace and use them in other spheres 
of life, particularly in political life (Kohn, 2001; as cited in Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014). 
This way, workplace participation affects political participation. 
 The second work-to-politics workplace political socialisation mechanism 
operates via ‘occupational autonomy and task structure’ (Boix & Posner, 1998; Kohn, 
1969; Oesch, 2008, 2014). The idea is that the characteristics of one’s occupation, 
particularly people’s experiences with job autonomy and authority, are generalised 
and transposed to other social spheres and thus form one’s political attitudes 
(Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014). 
 The third and final workplace political socialisation mechanism assumed by the 
existing literature is crosscutting discourse. The arena for political deliberation at 
work is less subject to self-selection than one’s usual social environments, and thus 
likely to induce encounters between people with differing viewpoints. Such encounters 
increase political tolerance toward people with political perspectives other than one’s 
own (Mutz & Mondak, 2006). Therefore, participation in crosscutting discourse at 
work is expected to influence political attitudes.
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 What the described three mechanisms have in common is generalisation 
underlying workplace political socialisation. Generalisation theory posits that people 
transpose values, attitudes and behaviours developed and proved effective in one 
social context to other contexts (Mortimer & Simmons, 1978). This is precisely what 
is observed in the described workplace political socialisation mechanisms: 
generalisation of behaviour developed at the workplace in the first, and generalisation 
of attitudes formed at the workplace in the second and third mechanism. Building on 
this literature, I propose a new mechanism of generalisation from workplace to 
political attitudes: generalisation of attitudes formed through workplace social 
interactions. 
 It is important to note here that, although the new proposed mechanism 
resembles the afore mentioned existing workplace political socialisation mechanism 
regarding cross-cutting discourse (Mutz and Mondak, 2006), as both mechanisms 
involve the effects of workplace social interactions on political attitudes, there is a key 
difference. While the cross-cutting discourse mechanism entails direct political 
socialisation (i.e. the content of social interactions in this case is explicitly political, 
therefore directly affecting political attitudes), the newly proposed spillover mechanism 
entails indirect political socialisation (i.e. the content of social interactions is 
non-political – rather, in this case the content is work-related, therefore indirectly 
affecting political attitudes). Moreover, in case when workplace social interactions 
communicate power, they may serve as a representation of the occupational 
autonomy and task structure. Therefore, the proposed mechanism in some cases 
might constitute a specification of the occupational autonomy and task structure 
mechanism. Having emphasized the differences between the existing and the newly 
proposed workplace political socialisation mechanism, I turn to outlining the theorized 
individual-level process underlying the newly proposed carry-over from workplace 
social interactions to political attitudes.
 Attitudes are formed in a social context, an important instance being through 
social interactions with other individuals. A well-known example of attitude change 
through social interactions is persuasion, which denotes any kind of attempt to 
intentionally change someone’s attitudes (Wood, 2000). Apart from persuasive 
attempts, more subtle, less intentional instances of social interactions might affect 
attitudes (Prislin & Wood, 2005). Specifically, in this research it is assumed that 
people may perceive others as representatives of groups they belong to. For example, 
in workplace interactions, the supervisors may be perceived as representatives of an 
affluent social strata; or immigrant coworkers may be perceived as representatives of 
the immigrant community. This way, the effects of everyday interactions with 
individuals at the workplace are not limited to the workplace context, as these 
interactions may become signifiers for the group represented in the interaction as 
perceived by the subject. 
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Therefore, social interactions that shape attitudes regarding the specific individuals 
one interacts with at the workplace might generalise to entire group they are perceived 
to represent. The centrality of work in peoples’ lives, especially in terms of time spent 
on it, creates ample opportunity for such formative workplace social interactions to 
occur. There are two main groups of people one encounters at the workplace, and 
who they encompass depends on ones’ own position in the hierarchy. These groups 
include supervisors and coworkers. Furthermore, the interactions one has with 
members of these groups can be divided by quality, into positive and negative (for 
the purpose of this research specified as support and suppression of workplace 
voice). In what follows, the properties of workplace interactions in terms of these 
distinctions are further explained.
Supervisors and coworkers
Workplace interactions with supervisors and coworkers can look very differently and 
carry different meaning for the individuals involved. The main cause of these 
differences lays in differing power relations one has with supervisors and coworkers, 
as directed by the workplace power hierarchy. Social power is defined as the ability 
to influence others’ behaviour even in cases they might want to resist such influence 
(Fiske, 1993; Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003). According to this definition, 
supervisors hold more power than a subordinate in that they can influence 
subordinate’s behaviour relying solely on their position in the power hierarchy. 
Coworkers, on the other hand, may also influence their colleagues’ behaviours, but 
not as a function of their position in the power hierarchy, making such influence much 
more dependent on allowing versus resisting on behalf of the recipient. It is plausible 
that interactions differing in power dynamics in such a way may elicit different 
emotional and cognitive consequences. Therefore, the reason interactions with 
supervisors and coworkers are examined separately in this research is the expectation 
that different mechanisms would be dominant in potential attitude change. These 
distinct expected mechanisms reflect differentiating between consequences of 
social interactions with the supervisor as an authority figure, and the consequences 
of social interactions with coworkers as peers.
 Supervisors, as the ones holding more power at the workplace, may be perceived 
as representatives of the systems and/or figures holding political power. The first 
three empirical chapters (chapters 2, 3 and 4) are based on this assumption, 
examining how social interactions with the supervisors as the representatives of 
workplace power structures could affect employees’ attitudes regarding proper 
organisation of political power (namely authoritarian and populist attitudes). 
Coworkers, on the other hand, are not as such representative of a specific societal 
group, unless defined by another characteristic which relates them to a specific 
group. In the last empirical chapter (Chapter 5), coworkers’ characteristic of belonging 
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to an ethnic group other than the Dutch is examined as the characteristic that could 
make them perceived as representatives of a certain societal group, namely 
immigrants. Therefore, in Chapter 5 it is examined how social interactions with ethnic 
outgroup coworkers can affect attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements.
Suppression and support
The particular social interactions examined in this dissertation are coworkers’ and 
supervisors’ reactions to workplace voice. This choice of social interactions 
considered stems from theoretical and methodological reasons. While the 
methodological reasons are explained later in the introduction (in the Methodological 
approach section), here the focus is on the theoretical reasoning for choosing 
workplace voice suppression and support as variables of interest. For the purpose of 
this dissertation, workplace voice is defined as “any activity of individual employees, 
groups of employees, or their representatives aimed at improving either personal 
work conditions or the work conditions of an entire group” (Stanojevic, Akkerman & 
Manevska, 2020b; pp. 577). As such, it is likely that the outcome of voicing is 
important to the employees who choose to voice, as the discontent caused by their 
working conditions was sufficient motive for taking action. Thus, reactions to voice 
are likely to be perceived as important, and therefore potentially represent formative 
social interactions. While reactions to voice can be positive (support), negative 
(suppression), or neutral (acknowledgement without support or suppression), the 
neutral reactions are not the research interest of this dissertation, as they are likely 
inconsequential when it comes to outcomes of workplace voice. Voice support and 
suppression, on the other hand, can have tangible consequences in the sense of 
attaining the goal behind voicing, and are thus likely to be saliently perceived by the 
recipients of the said reactions.
 When it comes to perception of support and suppression, differences in salience 
are also likely between the two. In particular, it is known that positive and negative 
stimuli are not processed equally – i.e. negative stimuli are perceived faster 
(Dijksterhuis & Aarts, 2003) and demand more attention (Pratto & John, 1991; 
Wentura, Rothermund, & Bak, 2000; Smith, Cacioppo, Larsen & Chartrand, 2003). 
This is considered a functional trait of human cognition, as it ensures perceptive 
primacy of the negative (undesirable, unpleasant) stimuli that are generally more 
consequential, as they often signal danger (Vaish, Grossmann & Woodward, 2008). 
Extrapolating on these findings, I assume that, in the workplace context, voice 
suppression would be given more perceptive weight than voice support. 
 Thus, it comes to no surprise that in chapters 2, 3 and 4 only suppression of 
voice by the supervisors is considered, as there was theoretical reason to assume 
suppression by the supervisors would elicit strong emotions and therefore represent 
a formative socialisation experience. This assumption was inspired by the literature 
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on the effects of authoritarian parenting where use of suppression is common, as will 
be further explained in Chapter 2. Conversely, no particular hypotheses were made 
about support of voice by the supervisors, because there was no theoretical reason 
to believe support on behalf of an authority figure would have an emotional effect to 
the extent of changing employees’ attitudes. When it comes to reactions to voice by 
ethnic outgroup coworkers, however, contact theory suggests that both positive and 
negative contact would trigger emotional and cognitive processes capable of 
onsetting attitude change. Therefore, in Chapter 5, both suppression and support by 
ethnic outgroup coworkers are considered in relation to attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements.
Reversed causality: can political attitudes affect 
workplace social interactions?
So far, I focused on workplace political socialisation – more specifically, how social 
interactions at the workplace may affect political attitudes. However, the second aim 
of the dissertation is considering the opposite causal direction – namely, how political 
attitudes can affect workplace social interactions. Although there is no existing 
research on this particular effect, extrapolating on the previous findings in the field I 
assume political attitudes may indeed affect workplace social interactions, and as 
such make this effect relevant for theoretical and empirical consideration alongside 
political socialisation. In what follows, I outline the findings that led up to recognizing 
the potential effect of political attitudes on workplace social interactions. 
Attitudes and workplace (self)selection
The tendency of people to select workplaces that are, in one way or another, a good 
fit for them seems intuitive, and has as such been noted a long time ago. This 
tendency is what Mortimer and Lorence (1979) call the “occupational selection 
hypothesis”, which basically claims that individuals choose their occupations in line 
with their existing personal characteristics. These personal characteristics in which 
occupation selection is based are, for example, values (Rosenberg, 1957) and 
personality (Costa, McCrae & Holland, 1984; Gottfredson, Jones & Holland, 1993).
 Moreover, some findings indicate that it is not only occupations that are chosen 
according to personal characteristics, but also organisations. According to the 
attraction- selection-attrition (ASA) model proposed by Schneider (1987), potential 
employees are attracted to solicit jobs from certain organisations (attraction), and 
subsequently selected into these organisations through hiring procedures (selection) 
according to their fit to the organisational goals and culture. In other words, employees 
are attracted to and selected into organisations based on the fit of their personality 
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and values with the characteristics of the organisation (Schneider, Smith, Taylor & 
Fleenor, 1998; Cable & Judge, 1996). On top of this, some research suggests that not 
only do people select suitable job characteristics, but employees themselves also 
affect job characteristics once employed, therefore suggesting a rather active role of 
employees in their workplace experiences (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Frese, 
Garst & Fay, 2007).
 Other than personality and values, political attitudes have also been found to 
correlate with job characteristics. For example, Güveli, Need, and de Graaf (2007a, 
2007b) find that employees who occupy less “controllable” occupational tasks tend 
to be more libertarian and economically left-leaning. However, it is unclear what is the 
direction of causality responsible for such correlations. Kitschelt and Rehm (2014) 
distinguish the weak and strong argument as potential explanations. The strong 
argument has been explained in the previous sections of this introduction through 
outlining political socialisation. Thus, the assumption that the workplace affects 
political attitudes is what Kitschelt and Rehm (2014) call the strong argument. The 
opposite causal direction is what they call a weak argument, namely that people 
select themselves into workplaces that are in line with their political attitudes.  
 When it comes to empirical support for the weak argument, there is not much 
existing evidence showing that people choose employment based on preexisting 
political attitudes. A notable exception is a study by Enoch (1988), which finds that 
students who choose the occupational study of social work already differ in political 
attitudes compared to their peers who choose to study social sciences. This implies 
that existing political attitudes can act as a determinant of occupational choice, or at 
least that there is some other variable that determines both political attitudes and 
occupational choice.
 However, the focus of this research is not on occupations or their characteristics, 
but rather on workplace social interactions. To the author’s knowledge, there is no 
literature specifically on the potential effect of political attitudes on workplace social 
interactions. Therefore, in the next section, this potential effect is approached from a 
different angle – by examining what is known about the effect of attitudes on social 
interactions.
Attitudes and workplace social interactions
It is generally accepted that attitudes individuals hold influence their behaviours, 
at least to some extent (Fazio, 1986; Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005; Milfont, Duckitt & 
Wagner, 2010). A particular case of this influence has been named the self-fulfilling 
prophecy. This phenomenon was first defined by Merton (1948, as cited in Merton, 
1968) as the process by which existing beliefs and expectations affect real world 
outcomes. As such, self-fulfilling prophecies are especially relevant when it comes to 
social interactions, as they allow expectations to influence outcomes concerning 
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individuals and even entire groups (Darley & Fazio, 1980). For example, there is 
ample evidence that teachers’ expectations in the educational context affect the 
achievement of pupils (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Crano & Mellon, 1978; 
Rosenthal, 2002; Rosenthal, 2003). Possibly the most serious consequence of 
self-fulfilling prophecies is the effect they might have on social inequalities. 
Specifically, it is likely that stereotypes about certain marginalized groups, such as 
homeless or ethnic minorities, can incite and perpetuate the confirmation of those 
stereotypes, therefore deepening the existing social inequalities (Jussim, 2016).
 The existing evidence regarding self-fulfilling prophecies mostly relates to how 
expectations regarding a particular person can elicit responses from that person that 
confirm the mentioned beliefs or expectations. Building on this robust empirical 
evidence, I assume that existing attitudes can affect social interactions without 
necessarily taking the form of a “prophecy” through explicit expectations. In other 
words, it is not necessary to hold an explicit expectation about the outcome of an 
interaction with a specific person, for existing attitudes to affect the interaction. Rather, 
a general attitude could also be expressed in the behaviour of the one who holds it, 
and potentially affect the way others react to the said behaviour. 
 Specifically, in this dissertation it is argued that political attitudes expressed by 
employees in workplace social interactions affect those interactions. For example, in 
chapters 4 and 5 I develop hypotheses about how employees’ attitudes regarding 
authority in general may affect their likelihood of experiencing suppression by 
supervisors; and how employees’ attitudes regarding ethnic outgroups in general 
may affect their likelihood of experiencing suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers. 
As the underlying mechanism of these hypothesised effects, it is not assumed that 
employees form an explicit expectation of the interaction outcome which then comes 
true, as proposed by the classical self-fulfilling prophecy hypothesis. Rather, the 
mechanism proposed here is more general, whereby the overarching attitude (from 
which a specific expectation regarding social interaction may or may not emerge) is 
expressed in the employees’ behaviour, and reacted to by supervisors and coworkers. 
 For example, employees’ populist attitudes may affect their behaviours across 
different workplace situations, such as before as well as during voicing (by possibly 
expressing general disregard for authority). These behavioural expressions of 
underlying attitude would be observed by the supervisors, and increase the chances 
that supervisors would respond with suppression when these employees voice 
discontent. Simultaneously, it might also be the case that, in line with the held populist 
attitudes, employees expect to receive suppression of voice by the supervisor and 
express this expectation behaviourally, which ultimately indeed evokes suppression 
by the supervisor. For example, employees who already expect to receive suppression 
by the supervisor might voice their discontent in an antagonizing manner, which 
would increase their chances of ultimately experiencing suppression. This would 
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constitute a text-book example of self-fulfilling prophecy, but is a more specific 
mechanism that I do not focus on. Rather, the focus is on the employees’ behavioural 
expression of political attitudes, which might be perceived and reacted to by the 
supervisors and coworkers. Thus, because of the possibility that employees’ political 
attitudes affect their workplace interactions, I examine reciprocal effects between 
political attitudes and workplace social interactions. In the next section, the 
methodological approach to examining such reciprocal effects is elaborated.
Methodological approach
The dataset used for the present research was the Work and Politics panel survey 
(Akkerman et al., 2017, 2018, 2020), constructed to survey the same respondents at 
three data collection points, each between 12 and 18 months apart. The respondents 
received a small monetary compensation in the form of vouchers for consumer 
goods if they filled out an online questionnaire. The sampling was conducted by a 
professional survey company Kantar Public, starting from a panel of 135,000 
respondents in the Netherlands (TNS NIPObase). From this panel, 12,013 respondents 
were approached, out of whom 7,599 filled out the first wave of the survey, amounting 
to a 64% response rate. Respondents were selected to ensure the representativeness 
of the Dutch labour force with regards to age, education and gender. Of the 7,599 
respondents participating in the first round of data collection, 6,008 took the survey 
in the second, and 4,855 took the survey in the third wave of data collection, resulting 
in a panel attrition rate 21% in the second, and 36% in the third wave.
 At the time of writing chapters 2 and 3, only first wave data was available. 
Therefore, conclusions of these chapters are based on cross-sectional regression 
analyses of the first wave survey data. These results were interpreted through the 
workplace political socialisation theoretical lens, and it was therefore concluded that 
suppression by the supervisor affects employees authoritarian (Chapter 2) and 
populist (Chapter 3) attitudes. However, the reversed causal effect is also plausible, 
namely that employees authoritarian and populist attitudes affect their likelihood of 
experiencing suppression by the supervisor. Therefore, Chapter 4 focuses on 
longitudinal replication of the findings of Chapter 32 regarding the relationship 
between suppression by the  supervisor and populism, with special attention on 
exploring the possibility of reversed causality. For this purpose, three wave panel 
data is analysed using cross lagged panel models (CLPM). Finally, the CLPM analysis 
is the methodological approach taken in the Chapter 5 as well, to explore causal 
2 The dissertation includes only longitudinal replication of Chapter 3 (focused on populist attitudes), and 
not Chapter 2 (focused on authoritarian attitudes). The preliminary results for longitudinal replication of 
Chapter 2 do exist, and will be used for a separate, single authored paper.
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relationships between support and suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers and 
attitudes towards immigrant entitlements.
 CLPM analysis allows to explore the causal relationships between variables in 
the model. Since the temporal order of variables is familiar, it is possible to determine 
which variables in one time point affect which variables in the next time point. Although 
results of CLPM are still not an unequivocal proof for causality, they are frequently 
used for exploring causality when the nature of variables of interest does not allow 
for experimental research (Kuiper & Ryan, 2018). The CLPM design is particularly 
beneficial if there are theoretical indications that the effects between variables of 
interest might be reciprocal (Halpern, Valenzuela & Katz, 2016; Lindwall, Larsman & 
Hagger, 2011; Christens, Peterson & Speer, 2011). This is precisely the case in the 
present research, where it is plausible to assume that workplace interactions affect 
political attitudes, while at the same time political attitudes affect workplace 
interactions. 
 The way workplace social interactions are defined should be given special 
consideration as a methodological issue. The social interactions of interest were 
reactions to workplace voice by supervisors and coworkers. This specific choice 
facilitated assessing the quality of workplace social interactions independent form 
the characteristics of the respondent. In particular, it was of great importance for the 
validity of the measures that respondents report their experiences of workplace 
social interactions as objectively as possible. Otherwise, the measure assessing 
social interactions could reflect constructs they are examined in relation with (i.e. 
political attitudes). Therefore, respondents were first offered a list of potential work-
place-related issues, and asked if they experienced any of them (with the possibility 
to describe a particular issue they experienced if not mentioned by the list). This was 
an indication of experiencing discontent at the workplace. If respondents indicated 
they experienced some of the instances of workplace discontent, they were then 
presented with a list of potential ways to voice the discontent (with the possibility to 
express the way they voiced discontent, if not mentioned). Finally, if respondents 
indicated they voiced discontent, they were then asked to choose from a list of 
potential reactions by supervisors and coworkers (see Figure 1). This measurement 
approach helped minimizing the effect of employees’ characteristics on the measures 
of support and suppression.
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Research aim and overview of chapters
The overarching aim of this dissertation is to explore the reciprocal relationships 
between social interactions at the workplace and political attitudes. This endeavor is 
approached from an interdisciplinary angle, combining insights from psychology, 
sociology and political science. The contribution of this research is three-fold. 
The first contribution is a methodological one, namely the three-wave panel study, 
which was not previously applied in workplace political socialisation research3. 
This type of longitudinal data collection, along with cross lagged panel models used 
to analyse the data, contributes to disentangling the relationships between the 
variables of interest, thereby allowing for testing the workplace socialisation hypothesis 
alongside the potential reversed causality effect. The second, theoretical innovation, 
is the focus on social interactions, namely support and suppression of workplace 
voice. Focusing on social interactions might allow painting a clearer picture of the 
micro-level mechanisms that communicate power at the workplace and their potential 
effect on political attitudes. As such, this furthers the previously mentioned literature 
on the effects of occupational autonomy and task structure on political attitudes, 
since workplace social interactions might embody, or be akin to, occupational 
autonomy. Moreover, the mechanism of workplace political socialisation through 
social interactions as defined in the present work provides an alternative to the 
existing cross-cutting discourse mechanism of workplace political socialisation. 
Specifically, the newly proposed mechanism of social interactions suggests that 
workplace social interactions do not have to be explicitly political in their content to 
influence political attitudes. The third contribution constitutes in the practical 
relevance of the findings which, depending on the attitude in question, could be 
applied to improve workplace experiences of both supervisors and subordinates.
3 To the author’s knowledge
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 The dissertation consists of the introduction, followed by four empirical chapters, 
and the final conclusion chapter. The content of empirical chapters is briefly outlined 
in what follows, supplemented by an overview of the most important characteristics 
of the chapters along with publishing information (Table 1). 
4 As the doctoral researcher, I was the main person responsible for analysis, design, development and 
finalization of all drafts. Furthermore, I was the corresponding author for the submitted papers and thus 
personally communicated with the editors, reviewers and journal support staff. I selected the journals 
and am ultimately responsible for the content contained within these scholarly papers. 
Table 1 Overview of the empirical chapters





How does workplace voice 
suppression by the supervisor 
affect employees’ authoritarian 
attitudes?
The paper on which this chapter 
is based is published in the 
journal Contemporary Politics. 







How does workplace voice 
suppression by supervisors 
affect employees’ populist 
attitudes and populist voting?
The paper on which this chapter 
is based is published in the 
journal Political Psychology.
Co-authors: A. Akkerman and 
K. Manevska





To what extent does 
suppression by the supervisor 
cause changes in employees’ 
populist attitudes, and to what 
extent do employees’ populist 
attitudes affect the experiences 
of suppression by the 
supervisor?
As the intention of this chapter 
was longitudinal replication  
of Chapter 3, it has yet to  
be adapted into paper form 
suitable for publishing.
When finished, this will be a 
single authored paper





What is the causal  
relationship between 
ethnic majority employees’ 
experiences of workplace 
voice support and 
suppression by ethnic 
outgroup coworkers 
on the one hand, and their 
attitudes regarding 
immigrant entitlements on 
the other hand.
The paper on which this 
chapter is based has been 
presented at The International 
Society of Political Psychology 
2019, and is currently under 
review with European Journal 
of Social Psychology.
Co-authors: A. Akkerman and 
K. Manevska
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 In Chapter 2, the effect of suppression of employees’ voice by supervisors on 
 authoritarianism is considered. Two conceptualizations of suppression are used in 
this chapter: firstly, suppression as an objective event, captured in a binary variable 
(have or have not experienced suppression), and second, suppression as an 
emotional event, captured in a continuous variable where respondents fall on a range 
of subjective impact experienced due to suppression. Three competing hypotheses 
are tested: (1) that experiencing a suppression event has a positive effect on 
 authoritarianism;  (2) that experiencing a suppression event has a negative effect on 
authoritarianism; and (3) that the effect of suppression depends on its impact, 
whereby subjective emotional impact of experienced suppression has a nonlinear 
quadratic effect on authoritarianism. The theoretical rationale behind these hypotheses 
is that suppression might affect the emotional component of attitudes towards 
the supervisors as representing workplace authority, which might then generalise 
into changes in attitudes towards political authority. The nonlinear hypothesis was 
supported by the cross-sectional regression analysis on the first wave data. 
 In Chapter 3 suppression by supervisors was considered as potentially affecting 
employees’ populist attitudes. A positive correlation of suppression and populism 
was hypothesized and supported, implying that suppression by supervisors may 
increase employees’ endorsement of populist attitudes. The theoretical mechanism 
behind this effect is an activation of defense mechanisms in response to stress of 
suppression, specifically the defense mechanism called splitting. Splitting entails 
a cognitive division into distinct categories of “good” and “bad”. In this case, 
the supervisors might become categorised as “bad” and employees as “good”. 
Generalisation of this split categorisation onto the political realm is what could shape 
populist attitudes, since populism is characterized by a split view of the people versus 
the elites. Additionally, a moderating effect of power distance was hypothesized. 
Since in the first chapter subjective impact of suppression showed to be a relevant 
factor, in this chapter I try to specify what might determine the variability in the 
subjective impact of suppression. Power distance was identified as a potential 
underlying reason for employees’ differing experiences of suppression as reflected in 
different subjective impact measure. It was assumed that power distance would thus 
determine the subjective experience of suppression. Therefore, I hypothesise that the 
less acceptant of power distance employees are, the more endorsement of populist 
attitudes would be triggered by suppression. This moderation hypothesis was also 
supported using cross-sectional data collected in the first wave.
 Chapter 4 develops theoretical alternatives to the assumptions of Chapter 3, 
namely regarding potential reversed causality. Thus, the goal of this chapter was to 
investigate the direction of causality between suppression by the supervisor and 
populist attitudes. To simultaneously estimate opposite causal directions, cross 
lagged panel models are tested using data collected in three waves. The results 
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indicate an effect of populist attitudes on employees’ likelihood of subsequently 
experiencing suppression by the supervisor. Specifically, the more employees endorse 
populist attitudes, the more likely they are to subsequently experience suppression 
by the supervisor. Moreover, although the results of this study do not explicitly confirm 
workplace political socialisation effect assumed in Chapter 3, they do suggest 
suppression may increase populist attitudes. However, further research is needed to 
investigate this causal direction. 
 Finally, in Chapter 5 voice support and suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers 
are considered in relation to native Dutch employees’ attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements. Cross lagged panel models on three waves of data are used to test 
the bidirectional causal hypotheses. The results indicate a reciprocal effect: native 
employees experiencing suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers is associated 
with subsequent decreased support for immigrant entitlements. At the same time, 
native employees’ existing unfavourable attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements 
are associated with increased likelihood of them subsequently experiencing suppression 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers. No such effects are found between experiencing support 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers and natives’ attitudes about immigrant entitlements. 
 The conclusion chapter reflects on the findings, while paying special attention to 
the differences in methodology of the chapters (cross-sectional and cross lagged 
panel analysis). Furthermore, theoretical and practical contributions are considered, 
as well as limitations and recommendations for further research.
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The oppressive boss and 
workers’ authoritarianism: the effect of voice 
suppression by supervisors on employees’ 
authoritarian political attitudes5
5 A slightly different version of this chapter has been published in Contemporary Politics. An earlier version of 
this chapter was presented at the 2017. annual European Sociological Association conference in Athens.
CHAPTER 2
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This study examines the relationship between employee voice suppression by 
workplace authorities (i.e. supervisors) and the formation of employees’ attitudes 
towards political authority. I test whether the effect of experienced voice suppression 
by supervisors on employees’ preference for authoritarian governance is positive, 
negative or nonlinear. The hypotheses are tested on original data gathered within the 
Dutch Work and Politics Survey 2017 (N=7,599), which allows for a wide range of 
demographic and organisational control variables. The results favour a nonlinear 
effect of suppression on employees’ authoritarianism. These results support the 
notion that political attitudes are dynamic and that the workplace plays a role in 
shaping them.
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic
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Introduction
Parallel with the current increase in global political tensions, the concept of authori-
tarianism is (re)gaining popularity, often appearing in headlines of both academic 
and popular sources. Mainstream media use the term generously to describe certain 
political leaders and their supporters, most commonly Trump (Chomsky, 2017; Frum, 
2017; Taub, 2016), Putin (Douglas, 2017; Kaylan, 2016), and Erdogan (Beesley, 2017; 
Cook, 2016; Stephan & Snijder, 2017). In such circumstances, it is increasingly 
important to study factors that explain support for  authoritarianism. Specifically, this 
study sets out to examine the effect of employee voice suppression by the supervisors 
on employees’ authoritarian attitudes.
 Authoritarianism is the attitude concerned with obedience to authority on the one 
hand and individual autonomy on the other. Interpersonal differences in authoritarian-
ism are commonly explained trough the effects of upbringing (Altemeyer, 1988), 
genes (Ludeke, Johnson & Bouchard, 2013) and personality (Butler, 2000). However, 
other potential antecedents of authoritarianism remain under researched. Traditionally, 
authoritarianism is  viewed as a stable disposition, personality trait, or even a 
syndrome (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson & Sanford, 1950), meaning that one’s 
authoritarianism is not expected to vary much in adulthood. Contrary to this static 
view, here I follow the notion that socialisation is a life-long process (Dawson and 
Prewitt, 1968; Sapiro, 1994) and argue that formative socialisation experiences in 
adulthood also have an effect on authoritarianism. Thus, the present study investigates 
the potential effect of socialisation in adulthood on authoritarianism. I focus on the 
effect of workplace social interactions  as one of the primary sources of adult 
socialisation. Specifically, I investigate how suppression of employees’ voices by the 
supervisor influences employees’ preferences for authoritarian political leadership. 
 I argue that voice suppression by supervisors (being the authority figures at the 
workplace) affects employees’ attitudes toward workplace authorities, and that these 
attitudes may generalise to attitudes regarding political authorities. The experience of 
voice suppression by supervisors can be differently interpreted by suppressed 
employees, depending on a multitude of individual and contextual factors. Ultimately, 
perceived authoritarian treatment by the supervisor, such as voice suppression, is 
likely an experience formative for authoritarian attitudes. For example, suppression 
may incite fear or anger towards the supervisor and, in line with these emotions, 
justification of or aversion to workplace authority. Authoritarian attitudes formed at the 
workplace due to experienced suppression may spillover to authoritarian attitudes 
regarding society at large. While there is some research on the relationship between 
structural work factors and political authoritarianism (Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014; Lipset, 
1959), I focus on the effect of specific interactions with workplace authority on 
authoritarian attitudes. 
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This approach not only sheds a different light on authoritarianism as a malleable 
attitude rather than a personality trait or a stable ideology, it also emphasizes the 
importance of considering adult political socialisation at the workplace as a plausible 
factor in life-long formation of political attitudes.  I find that supervisor suppression 
indeed affects authoritarian attitudes. However, the direction of this relationship 
depends on the experienced severity of the suppression incidence. Employees who 
experienced suppression as very severe hold more authoritarian attitudes than ones 
who did not experience suppression, while those who experienced moderate severity 
of suppression hold less authoritarian attitudes. In the following sections, I explain the 
main concepts and outline the theoretical rationale. 
Theory and hypotheses
The effect of adult socialisation on authoritarianism
Authoritarianism can broadly be defined as an attitude characterised by belief in 
absolute obedience or submission to someone else’s authority, as well as the 
administration of that belief through the oppression of others (Altemeyer, 1981). 
Therefore, two dimensions of authoritarianism can be distinguished: authoritarian 
submission (of oneself to the authority) and authoritarian aggression (through 
oppression of others on behalf of that authority). 
 Most explanations for individual differences in authoritarianism focus on the 
effects of genetic factors and early parental socialisation. Findings of behavioural 
genetic research suggest that approximately 50% of variance in political attitudes 
can be attributed to genetic influence. For example, several studies independently 
confirmed that heritability of conservatism is over 50% (Eaves et al., 1999, 1974; 
Martin, Eaves, Heath, Jardine, Feingold & Eysenck, 1986; Bouchard et al., 2003). 
These studies imply that the remaining half of variance in the said political attitudes 
is affected by environmental factors. 
 The influence of environmental factors on social attitudes, including political ones, 
is referred to as socialisation. Socialisation is commonly defined as a process of 
learning to participate in social life (Mortimer & Simmons, 1978). Extensive research 
has been done on the influence of early parental socialisation on political attitudes 
(Achen, 2002; Dalton, 1980; Jennings, Stoker & Bowers, 2009). For example, studies 
consistently show that children of parents holding authoritarian political attitudes tend 
to grow up to hold authoritarian attitudes themselves (Altemeyer, 1988; Duriez, Soenens 
& Vansteenkiste, 2008; Duriez & Soenens, 2009). This concordance can be at least 
partly attributed to parental socialisation (Bouchard & McGue, 2003). Namely, people 
who hold authoritarian attitudes in a political sense tend to also apply an authoritarian 
parenting style (Peterson, Smirles, & Wentworth, 1997; Rohan & Zanna, 1996), which 
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entails close supervision, high demands, frequent and harsh punishments, and a distinct 
hierarchy (Baumrind, 1968). The finding that this parenting style tends to incite 
children’s authoritarianism is commonly interpreted in psychological literature as 
children learning to conform to rules imposed on behalf of authority. They also cease 
to develop their own strategies for coping with stressful events or threats, relying on 
authority particularly in those instances, as it provides a sense of security (Oesterreich, 
2005). Furthermore, their anger toward the authoritarian parents cannot be expressed; 
therefore, it is misplaced and manifests as authoritarian aggression toward various 
‘non-compliant’ groups and individuals (Adorno et al., 1950; Milburn & Conrad, 2016). 
Thus, experiences with suppression in childhood seem to amplify authoritarianism. 
 On the other hand, the influence of adult socialisation on authoritarianism is less 
studied, as is the case with the effect of adult socialisation on political attitudes in 
general. This lack is probably because children and adolescent attitudes are 
considered malleable, while adult attitudes are considered relatively stable (Alwin & 
Krosnick, 1991; Sears & Funk, 1999). However, the few longitudinal studies that had 
been conducted conclude that party identification is stable, but not fixed throughout 
adulthood (Lewis-Beck, Norpoth, Jacoby & Weisberg, 2008), while basic political 
attitudes are even less stable (Alwin, Cohen & Newcomb, 1991; Converse & Markus, 
1979; Stoker & Jennings, 2008). Therefore, more recent political socialisation research 
draws attention to adult political socialisation. For example, Niemi and Hepburn 
(1995) posit young adulthood as the critical period of political socialisation, while 
Sears and Brown (2013) appeal for considering political socialisation throughout the 
entire life span. Following these recent developments I argue that adult socialisation 
may have an important effect on political attitudes such as authoritarianism, even 
though perhaps not as strong as the effect of socialisation in the critical period of 
childhood. Thus, I investigate what occurs when one experiences authoritarian 
behaviour in adulthood, particularly at one’s workplace.
The spillover from the workplace to political life
Because work is central to people’s lives, both in terms of its importance and the time 
spent on it, the workplace is one of the primary sources of adult socialisation 
(Greenberg et al., 1996). I argue that attitudes formed at the workplace spill-over from 
the workplace to the political realm. As mentioned in the introduction chapter, the 
literature on political behaviour offers at least three sociological mechanisms that 
explain how the workplace might have an effect on the political realm. These 
mechanisms are: (1) skill development (Greenberg et al., 1996), (2) occupational 
autonomy and task structure (Kohn, 1969), and (3) the workplace as a facilitator of 
crosscutting discourses (Mutz & Mondak, 2006). All three mechanisms describe 
different instances of generalisation, whereby attitudes and behaviours developed in 
one social context are transposed to another social context.
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 This dissertation proposes a new mechanism, namely generalisation of attitudes 
formed through workplace social interactions. A particular instance of workplace 
social interactions is interactions with workplace authority. Due to the resemblance of 
the common workplace hierarchical structures with societal hierarchies (in terms of 
power distribution), including the parallel between workplace authorities and political 
authorities, it is plausible that interactions with workplace authorities might be 
especially potent as formative socialisation events. Moreover, generalisation is more 
successful the more a certain stimulus or situation resembles the context linked to 
the initial socialisation (Shepard, 1987). Since the supervisor is perceived as an 
authority figure at the workplace, I argue that interactions with the supervisor can 
affect employees’ attitudes regarding workplace authority, which then generalise to 
attitudes regarding authority on a societal level. In other words, attitudes towards 
workplace authority, formed through interactions with the supervisors, generalise to 
attitudes towards political authority.
 Interpersonal interactions between supervisors and employees may reflect the 
occupational autonomy and task structure. As such, the new mechanism proposed 
in this study is a refinement of the previously mentioned generalisation mechanism 
that describes the effect of occupational autonomy and task structure on political 
attitudes. Kitschelt and Rehm (2014) find that occupations with low skill and authority 
levels are associated with higher levels of political authoritarianism. In this paper, I 
focus on social interactions that reflect workplace authority, rather than on structural 
workplace characteristics. This helps uncover more specific mechanisms underlying 
the spillover on political attitudes, since authority relations are more clearly expressed 
through social interactions such as voice suppression, than through formal 
hierarchical positions (Stanojevic, Akkerman & Manevska, 2020a). 
Perception of supervisor suppression as authoritarian behaviour
A crucial social interaction with the supervisor that may affect employees’ attitudes 
regarding authority is voicing discontent with a problem at work. According to 
Hirschman (1970), members of different kinds of organisations faced with an organi-
sation-related problem can react in one of two ways: with exit or voice. The same 
choice is available when an employee is faced with a problem at work. While exit 
means simply leaving the company, voice can take many forms. There is an 
impressive body of literature on the predictors and consequences of employee voice, 
in particular on employee’s voice, generally understood as the expression of ideas, 
suggestions and opinions in order to improve work and work organisations (Van 
Dyne & LePine, 1998). In the present study, voice is defined as any activity of individual 
employees, groups of employees or their representatives aimed at improving either 
personal work conditions or the work conditions of an entire group one belongs to. 
Thus, according to this definition voice is exclusively directed at improving employment 
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conditions for oneself or one’s group, such as signaling high work pressure, unsafe 
working conditions, demanding higher wages or claiming unpaid wages. Examples 
of the way of how employees can express their voice are raising the problem at work 
directly to the supervisor or going on strike. 
 Supervisors can respond in several ways to employees voicing discontent. 
Depending on the situation, supervisors might choose to support employees (e.g., 
by accommodating them or complimenting the voicing act), to take a neutral stance 
(e.g., by explaining why the problem cannot be solved), to punish the employee, or to 
ignore the problem and the employee’s expression of it. Here, I define employee 
voice suppression as any supervisor’s attempt to discourage, prevent, or curtail the 
volume, intensity, or duration of employees’ individual or collective voice. As such, 
employee voice suppression can take many forms and can differ in severity. Following 
this definition, punishing and ignoring employee voice can be considered suppressive 
responses to employee voice. 
 Moreover, research by Husband, Schenck, and Cooper (1988; as cited in Lobdell, 
Sonoda & Arnold, 1993) suggests that employees voicing discontent to their supervisor 
perceive this as uncomfortable social interactions. This discomfort comes as no 
surprise considering the findings of Cooper and Husband (1993), who find that 
employees often have the impression that the supervisors are not willing to listen to 
their complaints, while supervisors, on the contrary, far more often perceive that they 
are willing to listen. Lobdell and associates (1993) build on this finding, and find 
additionally a negative relationship between employees’ perception of supervisors’ 
willingness to listen and perceived supervisors’ responsiveness. Given these findings, 
it is plausible that employees who voice work related discontent to their supervisors 
are likely to perceive a lack of willingness to listen and lack of responsiveness by the 
supervisors, which might be perceived as authoritarian behaviour by the supervisors. 
 To the extent that employees perceive punishment and ignoring by the supervisor 
as voice suppression, they might experience these events as authoritarian behaviour, 
comparable to previously mentioned parental authoritarianism. Such voice suppression 
is likely to be perceived as perpetuating a strict hierarchical structure in which the 
authority is on top and does not adhere to the interests of employees lower in the 
hierarchy. Employees who experience punishment by the supervisor in response to 
voice are especially likely to perceive such a response as authoritarian behaviour, as 
suppression is a defining characteristic of authoritarian behaviour, at least in regard 
to parenting styles (Robinson, Mandleco, Olsen & Hart, 1995). Therefore, I argue that 
experiences of workplace voice suppression by the supervisor potentially affect 
employees’ authoritarianism, similar to how authoritarian behaviour by parents 
directed toward children affects children’s authoritarianism. 
 Thus, the research question this study attempts to answer is: how do these 
experiences of suppression by the supervisor affect authoritarianism?
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What spills over? How voice suppression affects authoritarianism
So far, I have argued that perceived suppression of employee voice by the supervisor 
can be seen as authoritative behaviour and that such interaction with the supervisor 
can affect authoritarian attitudes within the workplace context, and finally generalise 
to societal-level authoritarian attitudes. However, the proposed generalisation 
mechanism assumes nothing about how employee voice suppression by supervisors 
affects attitudes towards authority. While it seems intuitive that perceived suppression 
by workplace authority would influence employees attitudes regarding workplace 
authority and generalise to attitudes regarding political authorities, the direction of 
the effect in question is less straight forward. Theoretically, opposing effects on 
authoritarian attitudes are plausible. On the one hand, experiencing suppression by 
an authority figure at work could increase employees’ authoritarianism, making 
people more submissive to authority. On the other hand, suppression could actually 
decrease authoritarianism, making individuals authority-averse. 
 It is important to note that consequences of an objective event depend on ones’ 
subjective interpretation of the event (Thomas & Thomas, 1928). In other words, employees’ 
subjective interpretation of experienced suppression incidence determines which 
affective and cognitive mechanisms are onset. Since attitudes are conceptualized as 
consisting of an affective, cognitive and behavioural component (Muran, 1991; 
Spooncer, 1992; Jain, 2014), I assume affective and cognitive mechanisms triggered 
by suppression by authority shape attitudes towards authority. The different potential 
affective and cognitive mechanisms that could potentially be triggered by suppression 
led to competing hypotheses, which I empirically test. In what follows, I present these 
mechanisms that may underlie the effect of suppression by the supervisor on 
workplace authoritarianism, which ultimately generalises to political authoritarianism.
 Several psychological theories predict that having experienced suppression 
induces authoritarianism. First, suppression might incite fear, which is known to 
induce a rise in authoritarianism. Studies have found a correlation between fear and 
authoritarian political attitudes (Eigenberger, 1998; Butler, 2013). Some hypothesise 
that fear activates authoritarian tendencies because strict rules and hierarchical 
structures provided by authoritarian systems restore people’s sense of safety 
(Oesterreich, 2005). Therefore, fear-provoking events, such as workplace suppression, 
might increase one’s authoritarian submission and suppression in the workplace 
context, which can ultimately generalise to political authoritarianism.
 Furthermore, system justification theory (Jost, Banaji & Nosek, 2004) claims that 
people are generally intrinsically motivated to defend and justify any system of which 
they are a part, especially if that system disadvantages them. This is an unconscious 
tendency that helps alleviate the discomfort of cognitive dissonance that would arise 
from holding negative attitudes toward a system one (albeit passively) sustains. In 
extreme cases of hostage situations, a similar phenomenon is referred to as 
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Stockholm syndrome, in which hostages develop positive feelings and empathy 
toward their captors (McKenzie, 2004). This behaviour is, similar to system justification, 
believed to be a spontaneous ego defense strategy, which can also be adaptive. For 
hostages, the change in attitude might increase the likelihood of obtaining freedom 
from captors, while for a suppressed individual in an authoritarian system, the change 
in attitude might improve their coping abilities with and within the system. In the case 
of employee voice suppression, system justification theory would suggest that 
suppressed employees tend to justify the suppression they are experiencing to 
reduce the cognitive dissonance between their attitude and their behaviour. To justify 
the suppression, they might adapt a more authoritarian attitude, meaning they might 
increase their favouring of submission to authority at work and hostility toward people 
who do not submit to it. This increased authoritarian attitude adaptive for the 
suppressive workplace context may then generalise into authoritarianism as a 
political attitude. Thus, based on the generalisation of workplace fear and system 
justification, Hypothesis 1 is formulated: 
H1: Compared to employees who are not subjected to suppression, employees 
subjected to voice suppression have higher levels of authoritarianism.
While the above psychological mechanisms predict a positive effect of voice 
suppression on authoritarianism, suppression of voice by authority could also lessen 
peoples’ readiness to submit to authority and punish on its behalf, thus decreasing 
employees’ authoritarianism. Suppression by the supervisor might also incite anger 
(rather than fear) toward workplace authority and, therefore, system aversion (rather 
than system justification). This possibility is not only intuitive on the basis that 
suppression is an unpleasant experience with authority, which might lead to a 
negative affect and attitudes toward authority. It is also supported by findings of 
social movements research. The social movements and mobilization literature 
elaborates on this logic in the context of state suppression of protests. Gurr (1970) 
and Oberschall (1973) argue that suppression will lead to new grievances and 
negative emotions (mainly anger) for the suppressed protesters, especially when 
the suppression is considered illegitimate. This may be why, in many cases, state 
suppression in an attempt to stop a protest actually resulted in exacerbating it (Bayat, 
2003; Sinjab, 2013). Therefore, it is plausible to assume that in some cases suppression 
of voice by the supervisor would result in rejecting workplace authority, and such 
attitude change may generalise to rejecting political authorities, thereby reducing 
authoritarianism. Following these suggestions from the mobilization literature, 
Hypothesis 2 is formulated as follows:
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H2: Compared to employees who are not subjected to suppression, employees 
subjected to voice suppression have lower levels of authoritarianism.
Alternatively, some authors hypothesised a nonlinear, inverted U-shaped effect of 
state suppression on protest intensity, which suggests that moderate suppression 
causes an increase in protest intensity, while extreme suppression causes protests to 
decline in intensity. The evidence on this is mixed: Hibbs (1973) and Francisco (1996) 
refuted the inverted U hypothesis, but Muller and Weede (1990) confirmed it. Despite 
the mixed empirical evidence, the theoretical reasoning for this hypothesis is that 
moderate levels of suppression incite protests by creating new grievances, but the 
risks of protesting become too high as the suppression further increases toward the 
highest level; thus, protests quell (Johnston, 2012). 
 I follow this  line of reasoning and theorise that employees’ authoritarianism 
depends on the subjective impact of experienced suppression. Although (to the 
authors’ knowledge) no existing research examines the possible decrease in 
protesters’ authoritarianism after governmental suppression, I assume that protesting 
an authoritarian government is inversely related to authoritarianism and that the 
empirical findings on increased protesting after government suppression indicate 
aversion to authoritarianism. Thus, I expect that voice suppression at work leads to 
new grievances and negative emotions towards authority, and therefore decreases 
employees’ authoritarianism, at least for moderate subjective impact of suppression. 
Further, following the finding of social movements research that extremely high levels 
of state suppression curb protests, I expect that high subjective impact of suppression 
would leave employees with little choice but to adapt to the suppressive environment 
by aligning their attitudes to the authoritarian organisational climate.
 In terms of emotional responses, I argue that moderate suppression elicits anger, 
while the highest levels of perceived suppression elicit fear. Anger and fear are similar 
emotions but differ in one’s perception of the ability to act, control or change the 
situation (Lerner & Tiedens, 2006). Therefore, if employees feel like they can (re)act 
(as with moderate levels of suppression), they would likely experience anger toward 
the suppressive authority. However, if employees perceive (re)action as too dangerous 
and have no control over the events in the company (as a consequence of severe 
suppression), they would likely experience fear of the suppressive authority. 
 In response to fear related to high impact of suppression, system justification 
may be employed, as it alleviates anxiety, uncertainty, and fear elicited by threats to 
the societal status quo (Fergina, Jost & Goldsmith, 2009). Due to justifying the 
authoritarian organisational system, employees highly impacted by the suppression 
experience would adapt to the submissive role they are expected to enact within it, 
and even imitate the supervisor’s suppressive behaviour. These are adaptive 
psychological mechanisms that may help coping with high-intensity suppression. By 
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accepting one’s role and the system, the employee reduces the risk of further 
suppression. Similarly, by imitating the suppressive employee’s behaviour toward 
coworkers, employees might help keep the entire group of workers out of trouble. 
Generalisation of these behaviours and attitudes formed as an adaptation to a 
suppressive workplace would finally cause employees to adapt more authoritarian 
political attitudes. 
 No effects of low levels of subjective impact of suppression on authoritarianism 
is expected, as low emotional engagement is not likely to onset cognitive and affective 
mechanisms that would produce attitude change. Rather, only effects of moderate 
and high subjective impact of suppression are expected, in opposite directions. 
Thus, Hypothesis 3 is formulated as follows:
H3: Compared to employees who are not subjected to suppression, employees 
who report moderate subjective impact of suppression have lower levels of au-
thoritarianism, while those who report the highest subjective impact of 
suppression have higher levels of authoritarianism. 
Methodology
Data
To test these hypotheses, the original Work and Politics Dataset (Akkerman, Manevska, 
Sluiter & Stanojevic, 2017) is used. The data were collected by administering the 
web-based questionnaire to 7,599 Dutch citizens. Because the research aims to 
study the spillover from the workplace to political preferences, the sample is limited 
to the labour force (meaning working or looking for work). This prerequisite also 
limited the age range, so all respondents were between 15 and 67 years old. The 
survey was conducted by a professional survey company (Kantar Public) that 
maintains a panel of households from which they recruit survey respondents. The 
recruitment of respondents is done via traditional recruitment methods, so every 
person in society has an equal chance of being recruited. These panels are regularly 
updated to enable high response rates, and respondents receive monetary incentives. 
For the survey developed for the present study, respondents were recruited from a 
randomly sampled panel of 145,000 households (approximately 235,000 respondents) in 
a manner that ensured representativeness with regard to age, gender and education. 
Potential respondents received an email inviting them to participate in a survey 
that takes no longer than 20 minutes. Out of 12,013 approached respondents, 7,599 
respondents filled out the survey, which accounts for a 64% response rate.
 The current analysis is conducted on 6,508 cases, which means an additional 
14% of the sample was excluded, for the following two reasons. Firstly, 85 respondents 
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who experienced both support and suppression by the supervisor were excluded, 
because potential causes and consequences of such mixed reports are unknown. 
Secondly, list-wise deletion was used, meaning only respondents who had a valid 
score on all variables were included in the sample for the analysis. The missing 
values are due to some respondents not being able to answer the relevant questions 
(if, for example, they were not employed in the past 3 years, do not have a contract, 
or do not have a supervisor). The following section details measures of the variables 
used in the study. 
Measures
To measure authoritarianism, a scale was constructed by selecting and adapting 
items from existing authoritarianism scales (Altemeyer, 1998; Zakrisson, 2005; 
Rattazzi, Bobbio & Canova, 2007). Since the study aims to examine the effect of 
workplace suppression on authoritarianism as a political attitude, the authoritarian-
ism items are focused on ideas about proper organisation of the society, rather than 
more “personal” reflections of authoritarian tendencies such as those related to child 
rearing. Furthermore, following the work of  Van Hiel, Duriez and Kossowska (2006) 
the possibility of left wing authoritarianism was accounted for. Therefore, only items 
that are applicable across the political spectrum were selected. Although the initial 
set of items included an equal number of items focused on authoritarian submission 
and aggression, after examining the items’ content and the results of principal 
component analysis, the final scale was constructed from 4 submission and 1 
aggression items, loading on one general factor of authoritarianism (for the detailed 
process of constructing authoritarianism scale see Appendix, Tables A1.1 and A1.2). 
This result should come as no surprise not only because there is a considerable 
similarity between the content of submission and aggression items but also because 
submission and aggression were often empirically found to constitute a single 
dimension (Rattazzi et al., 2007). Although the two dimensions are theoretically dis-
tinguishable, the theory also predicts that the same people who score high on 
submission score high on aggression. The final scale thus contains 5 items with a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .81. 
 To measure employee voice suppression by supervisors, the main explanatory 
variable, as a first step, respondents were asked whether they had experienced 
discontent with a problem at work during the past three years. Subsequently, all 
respondents who reported one or more forms of discontent were asked whether they 
voiced this problem, and if yes, how. Respondents who indicated having had a 
problem and who voiced this to their supervisor were then presented with a list of 
possible supervisor responses, so they could recognize responses they experienced. 
This list consisted of two supportive, two neutral and nine suppressive responses 
(see Appendix, Table A1.3), presented to respondents mixed within one list of possible 
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responses to voice. The nine suppressive responses were constructed based on 
previous findings (Bernhardt et al., 2009), expert judgement, and a pilot study 
(N=440). Additionally, respondents could indicate supervisor responses they 
experienced that were not covered by the list, which were subsequently judged by 
experts to determine if they correspond to suppression or not.  Respondents could 
indicate having experienced multiple types of suppression from the listed ones. From 
these responses, a dichotomous variable indicating suppression was constructed, 
where 1 indicates having experienced at least one of the nine suppressive responses, 
while 0 indicates not having experienced any of the suppressive responses (including 
employees who did not have an issue at work, had an issue but have not voiced to 
the supervisor, or voiced it and experienced a supportive or a neutral response).
 In addition to the dichotomous measure, a continuous measure of suppression 
was used, which captures the subjective impact of suppression. Although some 
types of suppression (e.g. bullying or threatening) cause on average greater 
subjective impact than others (e.g. ignoring), as shown in Table A1.3 of the Appendix, 
subjective impact also depends on the individual characteristics of the suppressed 
employee. Namely, the same suppression incidence could be interpreted differently 
by different employees, and therefore affect them in different ways. Therefore, it is 
important to account for subjective impact of suppression. After indicating their 
supervisor’s response, respondents were asked to indicate how much they feel each 
type of suppression they reported affected them on a scale from 1 to 5 (using a 
Dutch phrase that implies emotional impact), where 1 corresponds to “it did not affect 
me at all”, and 5 to “it affected me very much”. The subjective impact of suppression 
measure was computed using the maximum subjective impact of suppression score 
respondents reported among all of the experienced instances of suppression (1-5), 
while 0 was assigned to respondents who did not experience suppression. Thus, in 
cases of respondents who reported having experienced multiple instances of 
suppression, subjective impact of suppression reflects the highest impact respondent 
had reported. This measure contains all information contained in the dichotomous 
suppression variable, with the additional aspect of subjective impact (as respondents 
who had a score of 0 on the dichotomous variable have a score of 0 on the subjective 
impact variable as well, while those who scored 1 on the dichotomous measure have 
a score ranging from 1 to 5 on the subjective impact measure). A squared product 
term was calculated by mean centering this variable and squaring the centered 
scores. 
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OLS regression analysis was conducted, controlling for gender, age, education, 
the type of employment contract, union membership6, sector, whether employees 
are supervisors themselves, and the number of work hours per week. Educational 
data were collected according to 8 ordinal categories but split into low, middle and 
high for the analysis. The sector was determined based on the Standard Industrial 
Classification (SBI, 2008) as private or public. Several types of contract were 
controlled for, including temporary with a prospect of a permanent contract, temporary 
without such a prospect, solo self-employed (“freelancers”), and contracts with 
flexible arrangements (including working for a temp agency, working on a on call or 
zero hour contract). Additionally, I controlled for having an issue and voicing it by 
including dummy variables, thereby making respondents who voiced but did not 
experience suppression the reference group. This allows comparing several groups 
of workers to the ones who voiced but did not experience suppression, namely; those 
who did not have an issue; those who had an issue, but did not voice; and those who 
voiced and were not suppressed. This allows for a more informative comparison than 
an alternative, more restrictive comparison between those who voiced an issue and 
were suppressed and those who voiced an issue and were not suppressed. Moreover, 
this enables to make use of a larger sample size, and therefore, preserving statistical 
power. Table 2.1 presents the descriptive statistics of the variables used in the analyses, 
and Table 2.2 the correlations between them. 
6 The data on union membership was collected at a year later than the other variables (Akkerman, Geurkink, 
Manevska, Sluiter, Stanojevic, 2018). Due to panel attrition, by this point 1,591 respondents dropped out of 
the study, so we were unable to obtain the information on their union membership. Thus, in order to control 
for it we included a dummy variable for the missing cases on union membership, alongside the dummy for 
union membership.
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Table 2.1 Descriptive statistics
Variable N Min Max M/% SD
Suppression dummy 6508 0 1 12.31% --
Subjective impact of suppression (centered) 6508 -.49 4.51 0.00 1.38
Subjective impact of suppression squared 6508 .24 20.33 1.91 4.93
Authoritarianism 6508 1 5 3.31 .70
Lower level education 6508 0 1 10.14% --
Middle level education 6508 0 1 46.90% --
Higher level education 6508 0 1 42.96% --
Weekly work hours 6508 1 100 31.76 11.92
Age 6508 15 67 40.56 13.25
Gender 6508 0 1 46.91% --
Standard contract 6508 0 1 68.70% --
Solo self employed 6508 0 1 4.18% --
Temp. w/o prospect 6508 0 1 4.01% --
Temp. w/ prospect 6508 0 1 11.32% --
Flexible contract 6508 0 1 27.12% --
Sector 6508 0 1 63.92% --
Supervisor themselves 6508 0 1 24.69% --
Union membership 6508 0 1 17.26% --
Union missing 6508 0 1 20.51% --
Did not experience a workplace issue 6508 0 1 39.34% --
Experienced issue, but did not voice it 6508 0 1 10.88% --
Suppression dummy: 1 = suppressed;   gender: 1 = women;   sector: 1 = private
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First, a null-model was tested, predicting authoritarianism only using control variables. 
Table 2.3 shows that having lower education level and working more hours per week 
are both related to higher authoritarianism, while having a higher education level is 
related with lower authoritarianism. Next, in Model I hypotheses H1 and H2 were 
tested, using OLS regression analysis. To test the effect of suppression on authoritar-
ianism, the dichotomous measure of suppression was used, which signifies whether 
or not respondents experienced suppression by supervisors. Using this dichotomous 
measure, no significant difference was found between employees who experienced 
suppression and those who did not, as shown in Table 2.3. Furthermore, Model I, 
which includes the dichotomous suppression measure, does not explain the variance 
in authoritarianism any better than Model 0, based only on control variables. Thus, 
the experience of voice suppression as such has neither a significant positive nor 
Table 2.2  Correlation matrix, N= 6,508
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Suppression 1
2 Suppression impact .948*** 1
3 Authoritarianism -.005 1
4 Lower lvl education -.002 -.005 .128*** 1
5 Weekly work hours .047*** .048*** .016 -.059*** 1
6 Age .044*** .048*** .020 -.010 .172*** 1
7 Gender .004 .013 -.037** -.060*** -.368*** -.088*** 1
8 Solo self employed -.022 -.020 -.042** -.024* -.017* .039** -.038**
9 Temp. w/o prosp. .000 -.005 -.021 .035** -.151*** -.160*** .032**
10 Temp. w/ prosp. .046*** .049*** -.001 .020 .013 -.194*** .012
11 Flexible contract -.017 -.019 -.001 .087*** -.281*** -.280*** .021
12 Sector -.012 -.016 0.72*** .144*** .107*** -.130*** -.282***
13 Supervisor .030* .026* .012 -.063*** .237*** .058*** -.165***
14 Union member .027* .029* .000 .024* .087*** .236*** -.069***
15 No issue -.302*** -.286*** .018 .065*** -.102*** -.013 -.048***
16 Issue, no voice -.131*** -.124*** -.012 .030* -.036** -.052*** .005
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001
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negative effect on employees’ authoritarianism, therefore refuting both Hypothesis 1 
(predicting positive effect) and Hypothesis 2 (predicting negative effect). 
 While the dichotomous measurement of suppression treats all suppressive 
responses of the supervisor as being equally severe, the subjective impact of 
suppression measurement allows for assessing the experienced severity of 
suppression. In the remainder of this section, the tests of hypotheses with this 
measure of suppression are reported. 
 To test Hypothesis 3 on the nonlinear effect of different levels of suppression, 
a linear (Model II) and a quadratic (Model III) OLS regression model were tested. 
The results in Table 2.4, Model II refute the prospect of a linear effect of subjective 
impact of suppression on authoritarianism, as predicted in Hypotheses 1 and 2. 
Conversely, the results of testing Model III support the presence of a quadratic effect 
(as both the squared and the linear effect of subjective impact of suppression are 
significant). We observe that, in the function form f(x) = ax2 + bx + c, the model 
can be expressed as f(x) = 0.029x2 – 0.101x + 3.352, which indicates a parabola. 




-.127*** .330*** .062*** 1
.039** .059*** .047*** .137*** 1
.012 -.072*** -.037** -.111*** 0.72*** 1
-.057*** -.056*** -.086*** -.108*** -.090*** .029* 1
.033** .007 -.021 .044*** .074*** -.080*** -.048*** 1
.073*** .079*** .043*** .089*** .051*** -.017 -.007 -.281*** 1
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If a > 0 (as in this case, where a = 0.029), the parabola opens upwards. The fitted 
regression line with confidence intervals shown in Figure 2.1 supports this U-shaped 
relationship. Thus, these results support Hypothesis 3 on the nonlinear effect of subjective 
impact of suppression on employees’ authoritarianism, whereby moderate subjective 
impact of suppression is associated with lower, and high subjective impact with 
higher authoritarianism compared to the employees who were not suppressed. As a 
robustness check, a regression with binary variables for each level of subjective 
impact of suppression was conducted. The results of this analysis can be found in the 
Appendix, Table A1.4., showing a significant negative effect of having experienced 
Table 2.3  Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Authoritarianism: 
Model 0 - Only Control Variables, and Model 1 – Having Experienced 
Suppression, N=6,508
 Authoritarianism
Model 0 Model I
Predictors B Std. Error B Std. Error
Suppression (dummy) . . -.008 .027
Lower level education .135*** .048 .135*** .029
Higher level education -.352*** .029 -.351*** .018
Age .000 .018 .000 .001
Gender -.007 .019 -.007 .019
Solo self-employed -.083 .043 -.082 .043
Temporary w prospect -.021 .027 -.020 .027
Temporary w/o prospect -.087 .045 -.087 .046
Flexible contract .002 .022 -.011 .022
Weekly work hours .002* .001 .002* .001
Union membership -.043 .023 -.043 .023
Union missing -.033 .021 -.033 .021
Supervisor themselves .023 .020 .037 .020
Sector .022 .019 .023 .019
No issue -.015 .018 -.017 .019
Issue, no voice -.031 .028 -.033 .029
(Constant) 3.400 .048 3.402 .048
Adjusted R2 = .075 Adjusted R2 = .075
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; according to two-tailed t-test.
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moderate subjective impact of suppression (level three), and a marginally significant 
(two-tailed t-test p = .06) effect of having experienced the highest impact of 
suppression (level five).
 
Table 2.4   Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Authoritarianism with 
Subjective Impact of Suppression, N=6,508
 Authoritarianism
Model II Model III
Predictors B  Std. Error B  Std. Error
Squared subjective impact 
of suppression
. . .029** .008
Subjective impact of suppression .003 .006 -.101*** .030
Lower level education .135*** .029 .138*** .018
Higher level education -.352*** .018 -.352*** .001
Age .000 .001 .000 .001
Gender -.007 .019 -.011 .019
Solo self-employed -.083 .043 -.082 .043
Temporary w/ prospect -.022 .027 -.021 .027
Temporary w/o prospect -.087 .046 -.088 .045
Flexible contract -.011 .022 -.012 .021
Weekly work hours .002* .001 .002* .001
Union membership -.043 .023 -.045 .023
Union missing -.033 .021 -.034 .021
Supervisor themselves .037 .020 .037 .020
Sector .022 .019 .023 .019
No issue -.013 .019 -.019 .019
Issue, no voice -.029 .029 -.035 .029
(Constant) 3.400 .048 3.352 .050
Adjusted R2 = .075 Adjusted R2 = .077
* P < .05;  ** P < .01; *** P < .001; according to two-tailed t-test.
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic




In this chapter, I investigated the spillover of suppression of employee voice by the 
supervisor to authoritarianism. The responses of employees on a questionnaire  were 
analysed, regarding their experiences of suppression by supervisors and their (dis)
agreement with statements on authoritarianism. No difference in authoritarianism 
was found when comparing people who experienced and those who did not experience 
suppression by the supervisor. However, examining the subjective impact of suppression 
reveals a nonlinear relationship between suppression and authoritarianism: in line 
with hypothesis H3 based on the empirical findings of the social movements research, 
employees who reported moderate subjective impact of suppression exhibit lower 
levels of authoritarianism compared to those who did not experience suppression, 
whereas those employees who reported high subjective impact of suppression 
exhibit higher levels of authoritarianism. I theorise that moderate subjective impact of 
suppression may incite frustration and anger towards workplace authority, thus 
reducing the tendency to hold authoritarian attitudes. High experienced subjective 
impact of suppression, on the contrary, may incite fear because the consequences 
of confronting workplace authority are experienced as severe, thereby inducing 
Figure 2.1  The relationship between subjective impact of suppression and employees’ 
 authoritarianism with 95% confidence intervals
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justification of suppression. Therefore, interpreted according to the workplace political 
socialisation perspective, such U-shaped relationship may indicate that moderate 
subjective impact of suppression decreases the acceptance of supervisors’ authoritarian 
behaviours, while high subjective impact increases it. Once attitudes concerning the 
workplace authority are formed, they generalise to attitudes concerning political 
authority due to the similarity of the two social contexts.
 The present study offers valuable insights in at least four respects. Firstly, the 
association found between the impact of employee voice suppression and authori-
tarianism suggests that authoritarianism is not necessarily a stable disposition or 
personality trait, as traditionally assumed, but that experiences in adulthood could 
serve as formative for people’s authoritarianism. This finding also supports the more 
recent adult socialisation approach to political attitudes (Dekker, 1991), particularly 
the workplace socialisation approach (Greenberg et al., 1996). 
 Secondly, the present study offers an alternative, “social” approach to the known 
“structural” approach to workplace socialisation, emphasizing interactions with 
workplace authority as formative political socialisation experiences. While previous 
studies focus on static work characteristics, such as task structures, occupation and 
job security (e.g., Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014; Kohn & Schooler, 1969), this study suggests 
an alternative mechanism - namely, the generalisation of attitudes formed through 
interactions with workplace authority. This shift of focus from the structures to 
interactions is in line with Clegg, Courpasson and Phillips (2006), who point out that 
interactions are key signifiers of power relations. 
 Furthermore, the finding of this study is of practical importance, because 
workplace interactions between supervisors and employees are easier to influence 
than organisational structures, for instance through procedures or awareness- training 
of supervisors. Awareness of the subjective impact of suppression by the supervisor 
is important because of its potential far reaching consequences. Ideally, awareness 
about the possible emotional and political consequences of voice suppression 
would incite conscious, careful consideration of ways in which supervisors respond 
to voice, especially since the consequences cannot be foreseen (i.e. depending on 
both the specific instance of suppression and employees’ subjective interpretation of 
it). As mentioned in the Measures section, the data reveals that different examples of 
supervisors’ reactions to voice elicit differing average intensities of emotional 
response, but there is also some variability per specific supervisors’ response (see 
Appendix, Table A1.3), meaning that employees differ in their subjective affective 
interpretation of the same perceived supervisor response. This might imply that it is 
not only important which specific supervisor response is given in reaction to voice, 
but other factors that might influence the subjective interpretation of such response 
play a role (e.g. workplace climate, job satisfaction, previous interactions with the 
supervisor, or personal characteristics of the employee).
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 Lastly, the outlined micro-level theory on the spillover of interactions at the 
workplace warns of the potential far reaching consequences of recent labour market 
trends. Several recent labour market developments have changed the employees’ 
position vis à vis the supervisor, increasing employees’ susceptibility to suppression. 
Here, I name two. Firstly, European labour markets in particular have witnessed a 
change from traditional permanent contracts to more flexible contract forms (part-time 
work, teleworking, flexible and fixed contracts, pay-rolling, and temporary agent hiring). 
Traditional vehicles for collective expressions of discontent, e.g., union representation 
or works councils, are less suitable for these flexible workers (Jansen & Akkerman, 
2014; Jansen, Akkerman & Vandaele, 2017). Therefore, these workers must rely on 
individual voice, which makes them vulnerable to suppression (Sluiter, Manevska, 
Akkerman, 2020). Secondly, since the creation of the internal EU market, the free flow 
of labour has facilitated labour migration across EU member state borders. Given 
their (initial) language disadvantages, lack of union representation and frequent 
relocation, labour migrants have a vulnerable position in the labour market, and 
examples of the exploitation of labour migrants abound (SCP, 2013). These labour 
market developments fundamentally change employees’ position in the organisation 
and potentially increase the likelihood of experiencing voice suppression by the 
supervisor. The findings of this study suggest that such labour market trends could 
affect political trends. For example, in case of a systemic increase in instances of 
suppression that are perceived as severe or threatening, a surge in employees’ 
authoritarian attitudes could occur. 
 Turning to limitations, the cross-sectional design of the study prompts some 
caution with regard to causality claims. In this case, a third variable could be at play 
affecting both authoritarianism and subjective impact of suppression, or previous 
levels of authoritarianism may affect subjective impact of suppression. I attempted to 
reduce the chances of  the former by  controlling for eight relevant potential 
confounders. Furthermore, if authoritarianism were to affect how people experience 
suppression, we would expect that the more authoritarian people are, the more 
accepting of suppression by authority they may be. Thus, if employees’ authoritarian-
ism is affecting their subjective impact of suppression, we would expect highly 
authoritarian employees to be less subjectively impacted by the experience of 
suppression. Conversely, employees low on authoritarianism would experience 
stronger subjective impact of suppression, because they would not perceive it as 
legitimate. Yet, this is not the pattern shown by the results. Conversely, high levels of 
authoritarianism are connected with a high (rather than low) subjective impact of 
suppression, and low levels of authoritarianism with a moderate (rather than high) 
subjective impact. I therefore tentatively conclude that the findings support the causal 
effect of suppression by supervisors on authoritarianism. 
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 Another limitation is the inability to empirically test the theorised mechanisms 
assumed behind the effect of suppression on attitudes towards workplace authority. 
I theorised that moderate subjective impact of suppression would elicit anger toward 
authority and corresponding adaptive reactions to suppression, while high subjective 
impact would elicit fear and corresponding adaptive mechanisms. While the findings 
certainly suggest that different mechanisms must be at work at different levels of 
subjective impact of suppression, the current study design does not allow for an 
empirical test of the proposed mechanisms. 
 Notwithstanding these limitations, this study shows that experiences with 
suppression of voice by the supervisor are related to employees’ authoritarianism. 
Whether the association is positive or negative depends on the subjective impact of 
suppression. This finding is important for the literature on adult political socialisation, 
especially the role of interactions with workplace authority and its spillover to politics. 
Additionally, it shows the societal importance of workplace interactions between 
supervisors and employees, and its potential impact on politics.
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Good workers and crooked bosses: the effect 
of voice suppression by supervisors on 
employees’ populist attitudes and voting7
7 A slightly different version of this paper was published in Political Psychology. An earlier version of this 








This study explores the effect of political socialisation in the workplace on populist 
attitudes. It investigates the relationship between workplace voice suppression and 
employees’ populist attitudes and voting. Employees who experience suppression 
by supervisors are expected to hold more populist attitudes and to be more likely to 
vote for a populist party than employees who were not suppressed. This is because 
some employees experience voice suppression by supervisors as stressful, 
so splitting may be used as a defense mechanism. Splitting is achieved through 
cognitive distinction and antagonism between “the good workers” and “the crooked 
bosses.” Such a split mental framework can generalise into a worldview that contrasts 
“the pure people” and “the corrupt elite,” a core characteristic of populism. It is further 
hypothesised that these effects depend on employees’ acceptance of power 
distance. The hypotheses are tested using SEM on cross-sectional survey data from 
3,004 members of the Dutch labour force. The results show that experiences of voice 
suppression are positively related to populist attitudes and populist voting. This effect 
is stronger for employees who are less accepting of power distance. 
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Introduction
This study focuses on day-to-day formative social interactions at the workplace as a 
source of populist attitudes and voting. Populism has been on the rise over the past 
decades (Mudde, 2004), especially over the last few years. The year 2017 was often 
referred to in the media as “the year of populism” (Esler, 2017; Fossett, 2017). The 
most successful populist campaigns, the USA presidential campaign and the UK 
Brexit campaign, articulated the concerns of  “the common people.” In 2018, populist 
parties won the parliamentary majority in Italy (Five Star Movement, Lega Nord) and 
Hungary (Fidesz). In the Netherlands, where this study was conducted, before 2002 
populist parties held at most about 5 percent of the seats in parliament (Van Kessel, 
2011). The parliamentary elections of 2017 resulted with three Dutch populist parties, 
the Party for Freedom (PVV), the Socialist Party (SP) and Forum for Democracy 
(FvD), holding 24% of parliamentary seats.
 Parallel with this growing importance of populism in contemporary politics, there 
is a growing body of research on populism. Scholars have attempted to explain 
variation in populist attitudes among voters, either by psychological factors such as 
personality traits (Bakker, Rooduijn, & Schumacher, 2016; Fatke, 2019); one’s position 
in society, e.g. educational level (Spruyt, Keppens, & Van Droogenbroeck, 2016) and 
socioeconomic position (Elchardus & Spruyt, 2016); or by the correlates of populism 
with other political constructs, such as satisfaction with democracy and political trust 
(Akkerman, Zaslove, & Spruyt, 2016), institutional trust (Doyle, 2011), satisfaction with 
government and immigrant tolerance (Rooduijn, 2018). 
 To explain the recent rise of populism some research examines broad social 
factors that changed over the recent years, including globalisation (Rodrik, 2018), 
economic inequality and conflicting cultural values (Inglehart & Norris, 2016). Building 
on this approach, I theorise that recent labour market changes could also help 
explaining the rise of populism. Arguably, changes in the nature of work, e.g. growth 
of the service sector, have led to an increase in horizontal divisions compared to 
traditional hierarchical class divisions (cf. Oesch, 2006). At the same time, globalisation, 
technological developments and labour market flexibilization have changed the 
position of workers towards employers (Kalleberg, 2013). These developments, 
together with a decline in collective voice, most notably the decline in union density 
(Bryson, Ebbinghaus, & Visser, 2011) left many workers in precarious positions 
(Moore, 2017), and made the conditions for voicing discontent at work more difficult. 
As such, workers who want to address discontent at work are in a more vulnerable 
position now than in previous decades. 
 Because of this vulnerability, workers who voice their discontent are more prone 
to suppression of voice by their supervisors. In this study I argue that the experience 
of supervisor voice suppression, being a reflection of workplace power relations, will 
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influence populist attitudes and voting. As such, I indirectly study the potential political 
consequences of current labour market developments. Specifically, focusing on 
workplace social interactions may unravel one of the underlying micro-level 
mechanisms that explains the connection between precarisation due to globalisation 
and populism as suggested by the winners and losers of globalisation hypotheses 
(Mughan, Bean & McAllister, 2003). Thus, the research question is: How does 
workplace voice suppression by supervisors affect employees’ populist attitudes and 
populist voting? In what follows, hypotheses are developed as plausible answers to 
the posed research question. 
Theory and hypotheses
What underlies populist attitudes and voting? 
This study follows the conceptualization of populism as “a thin-centered ideology” 
(Mudde, 2007) connected to “thick” ideologies such as socialism, nationalism, and 
neo-liberalism (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2013; Weyland, 1996; Zaslove, 2008). From this 
perspective, populism lacks a universal ideological core, but rather provides a mental 
frame for thinking about politics. The rhetoric of populist parties is based on the 
conflict between “the pure people” and “the corrupt elite,” even though different populist 
parties define these groups differently (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2013). Furthermore, 
populist leaders argue that political power should reside in the hands of those who 
they posit as “the pure people.” These two elements constitute the current dominant 
definition of populism as an “ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated 
into two homogeneous and antagonistic groups, “the pure people” versus “the corrupt 
elite,” and that argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale 
(general will) of the people (Mudde, 2004, p.543). Juxtaposing the people and the 
elite in such a way is a reflection of a Manichean worldview, typical for populist 
rhetoric, which focuses on the constant battle between good and evil (Hawkins, 
2009). The content of populist attitudes reflects this ideological thin core: the conflict 
between the people and the elite and popular sovereignty ambition. From the 
perspective of populism as a thin-centered ideology, populist attitudes thus mediate 
the relationship between populist voting and its antecedents. 
 Some research explains populist attitudes and voting by static individual-level 
factors, mainly focusing on one of two elements: the role of personality traits or the 
role of a person’s position in society. Concerning personality traits, research in this 
direction has found that populist attitudes are partly rooted in basic personality traits, 
such as low agreeableness (Bakker et al., 2016), low openness to experience 
(Hawkins, Riding, & Mudde, 2012) and other aspects of the big five personality traits 
(Fatke, 2019). Although these studies sometimes result in contradictory findings, or 
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findings that differ between countries (cf. Fatke, 2019), they indicate that personality 
is somehow related to populist attitudes. This is in line with the behavioural genetics 
approach which argues that political attitudes are partly heritable and that the effect 
of genetic predisposition on political attitudes might be indirect, mediated by 
personality traits (Bell, Schermer, & Vernon, 2009). 
 As for a person’s position in society, the most extensively studied indicators are 
educational attainment and economic position. A negative relation is found for both 
(Arzheimer, 2009; Spruyt et al., 2016), which might be because populism reduces the 
“personal vulnerability”, in terms of societal power distribution, of people with lower 
educational attainment and a weak economic position (Elchardus & Spruyt, 2016, p.115). 
In addition to such instrumental motives, several other explanations are suggested for 
the relation between one’s structural social position and the preference for populist 
parties. These explanations typically focus on the likely correlates of the structural position, 
such as cognitive skills development (Inglehart & Norris, 2016); increased political 
interest and political efficacy (Spruyt et al., 2016); or the idea that a low economic status 
sets off a negative affect towards the privileged elite (Hawkins et al., 2012). 
 Although research findings support the relation of both personality traits and a 
person’s social position to populism, there are also indications that these relations 
are more nuanced than might be assumed at first. Concerning personality traits, 
while there is consensus on the idea that people have genetic predispositions for 
certain core political values, there is widespread agreement on the idea that the 
manifestation of these predispositions depends on the (socio-political) context (Funk 
et al., 2013). Similarly, it is argued that a person’s structural position in society is more 
likely to result in populist attitudes and support for populist parties in certain societal 
contexts. The latter is echoed by another strand in the literature on the antecedents 
of populist attitudes and voting, which focusses on certain societal contexts that may 
incite populist attitudes. These societal contexts are, for example, circumstances that 
spur economic and cultural threat (Inglehart & Norris, 2016), corruption (Hawkins, 
Read, & Pauwels, 2017), and relative deprivation (Elchardus & Spruyt, 2016). 
 While this focus on social context leaves room for a more dynamic approach to 
populism, what is still missing in the literature is a focus on the micro-level mechanisms 
that capture the lived experience of these macro-level contexts. It may, for example, 
be true that those in a vulnerable position in society are more likely to be confronted 
with micro-level social interactions that make the power relations underlying their 
vulnerable position in society visible and tangible. In this study, I focus on one of the 
quintessential micro-level contexts for such everyday life interaction: the workplace. 
In particular, interactions with supervisors can function as a form of political 
socialisation into ideas about those in power (elites), compared to those who are 
being overpowered (the people). In what follows I develop a theory on the political 
socialisation effect of suppression of voice by the supervisor.
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This study draws upon political socialisation theory. Political socialisation is the 
“process by which individuals learn and frequently internalize a political lens framing 
their perceptions of how power is arranged and how the world around them is (and 
should be) organised; those perceptions, in turn, shape and define individuals’ 
definitions of who they are and how they should behave in the political and economic 
institutions in which they live” (Glasberg & Shannon, 2010, p.47). Political socialisation 
was traditionally thought to take place during childhood and adolescence. However, 
the current consensus is that a certain degree of malleability in political attitudes and 
behaviour is expected in adulthood (Niemi & Hepburn, 1995; Sigel, 1989).
 The workplace imposes a crucial source of adult political socialisation, not only 
because work is time consuming and potentially allows for a large number of social 
interactions, but also because workplace power relations often resemble those in 
society (Glasberg & Shannon, 2010; Sobel, 1993). I identify two parallels between the 
workplace and the political realm that enable the “spillover” from work to politics. 
First, the workplace is often characterized by power disparity due to hierarchical 
occupational structures (Elliott & Smith, 2004). The unequal distribution of power at 
the workplace resembles the unequal distribution of power in society, making the 
workplace a formative environment for learning about power relations. Second, 
workplace voice is analogous to political voice, as both are essentially actions aimed 
to change the outcomes at work or in society, respectively. As such, I argue that 
attitudes about organisational hierarchy and power formed at the workplace can spill 
over to political attitudes, which are by definition concerned with hierarchy and power.
 In general, social power is defined as the ability to influence others (French, 
Raven, & Cartwright, 1959). Similarly, power within organisations is considered to be 
the ability to affect organisational outcomes, including other people in the organisation 
(Clegg et al., 2006). However, according to Clegg and associates (2006, p.6), when 
studying power, the focus should not be on the outcomes but rather on the social 
interactions, as “power is inseparable of interaction.” Therefore, I focus on the social 
interactions between employees and supervisors, arguing that this is where workplace 
power relations are the most evident. Specifically, I investigate voice suppression by 
supervisors as a quintessential social interaction reflecting power structures of the 
workplace. Thus, in contrast with previous workplace socialisation research that 
mainly focuses on structural workplace characteristics (e.g. Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014), 
here the focus is on the political socialisation through formative interactions at work 
(see Mutz & Mondak, 2006). This approach is more apt for the current research that 
seeks to explain populism as a dynamic phenomenon, since workplace interactions, 
as opposed to workplace structure, are more likely subject to change.
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Voice suppression by supervisor as a formative interaction
When employees have an issue at work, they have at least two options within their 
power to change the outcomes: first, to leave the organisation, and second, to use 
their voice directed at those who control the outcomes (Bacharach & Bamberger, 
2004). Throughout this dissertation, employee voice is defined as any activity of 
individual employees, groups of employees or their representatives that are aimed at 
improving either personal work conditions or the work conditions of an entire group. 
Examples of such activities include discussing the issue with the supervisor or the 
HR department, submitting a formal complaint, or starting collective action. The 
phenomenon of voice and responses to it can be understood as indicators of power 
differences at the workplace. Voice suppression signals overpowering (e.g. by 
ignoring or punishing the employee) which is made possible by the power disparity 
between the suppressor and the suppressed. Therefore, experiencing workplace 
voice suppression by supervisors conveys information about power disparity in the 
workplace. This might make the notion of power disparity between different groups 
of people more salient for the suppressed employees, therefore affecting political 
attitudes. 
 Given the similarities between the workplace and the political realm, voice 
suppression by supervisors can be considered a source of indirect political 
socialisation, meaning the acquisition of attitudes and behaviours that are not in 
themselves political but influence political attitudes and behaviours (Dekker & 
Meyenberg, 1991). In case of voice suppression by supervisors, this experience may 
affect employees’ attitudes towards the supervisors, which could then affect attitudes 
towards the powerful elites in general through the process of generalisation. 
Generalisation entails the transposition of values, attitudes and behaviours developed 
in one social context to other contexts (Mortimer & Simmons, 1978). Building on 
generalisation theory, I propose that mental frames affected by workplace socialisation 
generalise to mental frames used to think about politics. Specifically, I expect that the 
split view between the people and the elite generalises from the workplace to the 
broader sociopolitical context. 
Psycho-social effects of workplace voice suppression by supervisors
Voice suppression by the supervisor conveys not only information about power 
disparity in the workplace, but it can also be considered a form of conflict, as it 
implies a discord between the employee and the supervisor. As such, voice 
suppression by supervisors can represent a stressful event for employees. Employees 
must integrate this event into existing self-evaluations and their evaluations of the 
supervisor. Some might find it difficult to integrate the negative evaluations of 
supervisors that arose due to suppression with the respect they are conditioned to 
regard for them as workplace authorities. Moreover, employees might struggle to 
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integrate suppression (especially in the form of critique or punishment) with their 
evaluations of themselves as good employees. As a result of these contradicting 
evaluations and the confrontational character of suppression, suppressed employees 
may experience cognitive dissonance and anxiety. Holding contradicting evaluations 
about oneself or the supervisor is a form of cognitive dissonance - an uncomfortable, 
anxiety-inducing mental state (Menasco & Hawkins, 1978; Oshikawa, 1972). Anxiety 
can also arise unrelated to cognitive dissonance, simply as a consequence of the 
notion that employees cannot control their environment (as they attempted through 
voicing their discontent). 
 To alleviate these uncomfortable internal experiences that arise from suppression, 
employees can employ psychological coping mechanisms. Coping refers to mechanisms 
that protects people from being psychologically harmed by uncomfortable social 
experiences (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). One such coping mechanism that can be 
particularly useful for alleviating anxiety in cases of cognitive dissonance caused by 
voice suppression is splitting (also known as “black and white thinking”). Splitting is 
the polarization of persons into “good and bad” by focusing selectively on their 
positive or negative attributes (Burton, 2012). Splitting one’s perceptions of others as 
fundamentally either good or bad might help ease the anxiety and keep ambivalence 
at bay (Gerson, 1984). Rather than extensively using mental resources to comprehend 
the complexity of the social situation, it might be easier for suppressed employees to 
hold simplified evaluations: absolutely positive about the workers and absolutely 
negative about the supervisors. Splitting in this case helps reduce anxiety and the 
cognitive load needed to process the suppression event. In some organisations it 
may also be adaptive, as it can help employees navigate the organisational setting 
by staying weary of the “crooked bosses” and siding with the “good workers.” 
 Considering that the hierarchical structures of society and the workplace are 
comparable with regards to the unequal distribution of power and its consequences 
for the voices of the less powerful, the split view of the workplace triggered by 
suppression could easily generalise to a Manichean view of politics. In other words, 
splitting between the good people and the corrupt elite - a core characteristic of 
populism - triggered by supervisor suppression at work could generalise to the 
political realm, thereby forming populist attitudes. Therefore, I hypothesise:
H1: Employees who experienced voice suppression by supervisors hold more 
populist attitudes than employees who voiced their discontent but did not 
experience suppression.
In the previous chapter, it was shown that the relation of experiencing suppression by 
the supervisor with political attitudes may depend on the subjective emotional impact 
of the experienced suppression. It was theorised that this subjective impact may 
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depend on multiple factors, including the suppression event itself, contextual factors, 
or the individual characteristics of the employee. In this chapter, I attempt to identify 
an individual characteristic that may affect employees’ perception and interpretation 
of the suppression event, and therefore how emotionally impacted they would be. 
Specifically, I expect that the subjective impact of voice suppression depends on 
employees’ beliefs about power and the proper distribution thereof. While some may 
believe power in the organisation should be equally distributed, others may believe 
large differences in power are justified and even necessary. Such beliefs regarding 
power distribution are encompassed in the concept of power distance, a cultural 
value internalized by individuals to varying degrees (Hofstede, 1985), describing the 
extent to which individuals accept large differences in power and feel authorities 
should be respected and shown deference (Kirkman et al., 2009). Those individuals 
who are less accepting of large differences in power are low on power distance, while 
those who are more accepting of large differences in power are high on power 
distance. 
 Power distance as a value guides the interpretation of social events, especially 
those that signal discrepancy in power. For example, several studies show that the 
influence of procedural justice on employee outcomes (such as job satisfaction, 
performance and absenteeism) may be bounded by employees’ acceptance of 
power distance (Lam, Schaubroeck, & Aryee, 2002; Lee, Pillutla, & Law, 2000; Yang, 
Mossholder & Penn, 2007). Moreover, Lian, Ferris and Brown (2012) find that that 
employees highly accepting of power distance were less likely to experience 
supervisors’ abusive behaviours as unfair. Therefore, I assume that the effect of voice 
suppression on populist attitudes may depend on employees’ acceptance of power 
distance. Suppression of one’s voice by a more powerful employer is for people high 
on power distance a justified expression of the social order. Consequently, the higher 
on power distance employees are, the less cognitive dissonance is caused by 
suppression, and therefore there is less need for splitting as a coping mechanism. 
Thus, I predict suppression to be less likely to increase populist attitudes the higher 
on power distance employees are. On the other hand, for employees low on power 
distance, suppression by supervisors goes against their values and would therefore 
more likely be perceived as a conflict. Such an interpretation would likely cause 
cognitive dissonance and anxiety that lead to splitting. Finally, for these employees, 
splitting between the good workers and the bad bosses could generalise to splitting 
between the pure people and the corrupt elite, ultimately increasing populist attitudes. 
Therefore, I hypothesise:
H2: There is a negative moderating effect of power distance on the relationship 
between suppression and populist attitudes.
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So far, I argued that suppression by supervisors leads to an increase in populist 
attitudes depending on employees’ a priori level of power distance. Furthermore, 
following the work of Akkerman, Mudde and Zaslove (2014), I argue that populist 
attitudes increase the probability of populist voting. This causal chain is in line with 
the well-known value attitude behaviour hierarchy, which posits that core values 
are reflected in attitudes towards specific people or objects, and these attitudes 
direct behaviours (Homer & Kahle, 1988; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999). Although attitudes 
and behaviours are generally aligned, when it comes to political attitudes and voting 
behaviour, this concordance is weaker because of the many factors that influence 
voting behaviour, such as party identification or personal interest in specific political 
issues discussed by the political candidates (Sears, Lau, Tyler, & Allen, 1980). Thus, 
to examine to what extent suppression by the employer affects voting for populist 
parties, I include populist voting as the ultimate dependent in the model and 
hypothesise:
H3: The more populist attitudes employees hold, the more likely they will be to 
vote for populist parties.
In sum, as presented in Figure 3.1, I expect that voice suppression by supervisors 
increases the likelihood of employees’ populist voting by triggering populist attitudes. 
This effect is weaker the more employees accept power distance.
Figure 3.1 Hypothesised effect of suppression on populist voting
Suppression
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Methodology
Data
Just like in the previous chapter, the data used was collected through the Work and 
Politics 2017 survey. The dataset was designed with this study in mind, in order to test 
the effect of voice suppression by supervisors on employees’ populist attitudes and 
behaviour. The data was collected using TNS NIPObase, a panel of 135,000 
respondents in the Netherlands. From this panel, 7,599 respondents were selected to 
ensure representativeness of the Dutch labour force with regards to gender, age, 
education and work situation. Similarly to the previous chapter, certain groups of 
respondents were excluded from this sample, namely those who: had missing values 
on one or more relevant variables (namely, those who did not work in the past 3 years, 
do not have a supervisor or are missing information about the type of contract; or 
those who do not have a valid score to represent their voting behaviour). Additionally, 
85 employees who experienced both suppressive and supportive responses to their 
voice by their supervisors were excluded. Moreover, as opposed to the previous 
chapter, here those respondents who did not experience an issue at work in the past 
3 years, and those who did not voice their discontent with a workplace issue to the 
supervisor are also excluded. This selection left 3,004 respondents in the sample 
available for analysis.
Measures
When employees voice their discontent, supervisors can react in several ways: they 
can support voicing, react neutrally, or suppress voicing. To assess voice suppression 
by supervisors, respondents were first asked whether they experienced an issue at 
work in the past 3 years. Respondents could indicate multiple issues and were asked 
to keep their most important issue in mind for subsequent questions. Respondents 
who experienced an issue were  subsequently presented with 12 instances of voice 
(e.g. Voicing to supervisors, coworkers, a union representative, a lawyer etc.), as well 
as an opportunity to describe their own experience of voice in case it was not covered 
by the items. Respondents who voiced an issue were then asked: “After you voiced 
the issue, did that result in one of the following responses by your supervisor?” 
Respondents could choose one of the answers from the list or describe a different 
suppression experience. Reported supervisors’ responses to voice were grouped in 
three categories: voice support (“solved the issue” or “complimented me”), neutral 
(“gave a good explanation of the issue”) and suppression (ignored or punished me; 
for full list see Appendix, Table A1.3). A binary variable was used as an indicator of 
suppression by supervisors. Respondents who experienced any of the supervisors’ 
responses from the suppression category were assigned 1, and those who did not 
experience any were assigned 0. To ensure that the compared groups differ minimally, 
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only respondents who had an issue and had voiced it had valid scores on 
the suppression measure8, which ultimately restricted the sample analysed. Thus, 
the suppression variable represents whether or not employees experienced voice 
suppression by the supervisor upon voicing a workplace issue at least once in the 
last 3 years. 
 To measure power distance 3 items were used that tap into beliefs about  the 
distribution of power in the workplace. The items were selected and adapted from 
Farh, Hackett and Liang (2007), with a reliability of Cronbach’s alpha = .69, which is 
typical for value measures (Peterson, 1994).
POWD1 The management should make most decisions without employees’ involvement. 
POWD2 It is necessary that managers often use authority in dealing with employees.
POWD3 Employees who disagree with the management must not express this openly.
For measuring populist attitudes, an existing scale validated in the Netherlands (and 
beyond) was used (Akkerman et al., 2014). The scale consists of 6 items and is based 
on the definition of populism as a thin-centered ideology. The populism scale 
demonstrated good reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .84).
POP1 Politicians in Parliament must be guided by the opinion of the people.
POP2 The main political decisions should be made by the people and not by 
politicians.
POP3 The political differences between the elite and ordinary citizens are greater than 
between citizens.
POP4 I prefer to be represented by an ordinary citizen than by a professional politician.
POP5 Politicians talk too much and do too little.
POP6 In politics, making compromises is often a different word for betraying 
your principles.
8 This differs from what was done in Chapter 2. In both chapters 2 and 3, the research question is answered 
by comparing the group of respondents who experienced suppression upon voicing with the group that did 
not experience suppression upon voicing. However, different choices were made to enable comparisons 
of these relevant groups. In Chapter 2 a more exploratory approach was taken, whereby different groups 
of employees (those who did not have an issue, those who had an issue but did not voice, and those 
who experienced suppression upon voicing) were compared with the group of employees who did not 
experience suppression upon voicing. In this chapter, the comparison is made only between employees 
who did and those who did not experience suppression upon voicing, by excluding all employees who did 
not experience an issue or did not voice the issue.  
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Finally, to measure populist voting respondents were asked to indicate who they 
voted for in the previous parliamentary elections (2017)9. Two Dutch political parties 
are usually classified as right-wing populist parties: The Party for Freedom (PVV) and 
Forum for Democracy (FvD). Both parties owe their right-wing reputation to anti- 
immigration policies and Euroscepticism. They also both advocate that “the people,” 
whom they consider to be native Dutch citizens, should hold political power rather 
than the corrupt political elite. However, while PVV economically leans left and is best 
described as promoting welfare chauvinism, FvD holds a right-libertarian position. 
On the other side of the political spectrum there is The Socialist Party (SP), usually 
classified as left populist. Firmly rooted in a leftist economic tradition, SP posits the 
workers as “the people” in contrast to “the elite” (the elite being big businesses). 
Although populist tendencies of SP lately decreased, it is still generally considered a 
populist left-wing party because of its rhetoric (Akkerman et al., 2017). Respondents 
who indicated that they voted for one of the three populist parties were assigned 1 on 
the binary variable indicating populist voting. Respondents who did not vote for any 
of the three populist parties (or indicated that they did not vote or cast a blank vote) 
were assigned 0.10 
 Additionally, data on education (low, middle and high), gender, age and contract 
type (standard, flexible or solo self-employed; temporary with and without permanent 
prospect) was used to control for the confounding effects of these variables.
Data analysis
The model was tested using structural equation modeling (SEM), with the Lavaan 
package in R (Rosseel, 2012). SEM is an appropriate method for testing the 
hypotheses, because rather than testing relationships between variables separately, 
this method considers the model as an integrated system of equations and estimates 
all coefficients directly (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989). This allows for the same variable 
to be simultaneously dependent and independent, thereby providing a favourable 
way to test hypotheses regarding causal processes. Additionally, it allows for a more 
accurate use of the information gathered by all scale items, as it uses confirmatory 
factor analysis and factor loadings rather than a mean scale product.
The parameters were estimated using diagonally weighted least squares (DWLS), a 
robust estimator that does not assume multivariate normality. Since the ultimate 
dependent variable (populist voting) is categorical and the multivariate normality 
9 While the elections were held in March 2017, data collection occurred several months later (June to 
September), in order to measure actual voting behavior. It is thus possible that some respondents 
experienced suppression after the election. However, the likelihood of suppression occurring in the several 
months following the election is considerably smaller than the likelihood of it occurring in the 3 years before. 
Still, the possibility of reversed causality is important to consider, which will be done in the following chapter. 
10 Answers “couldn’t vote” and “don’t remember / don’t want to say” were treated as missing.
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assumption is therefore violated, DWLS was the appropriate choice of an estimator 
(Mindrila, 2010).
Results
First, descriptive statistics are shown in Table 3.1, and correlations between variables 
in Table 3.211. 
11 as opposed to Table 2.1, which includes item level descriptive statistics, in Table 2.2, correlations of populist 
attitudes and power distance are obtained using a mean product of those scales rather than the items that 
they consist of for an easier overview.
Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics
N Min Max M/% SD
Suppression (1 = experienced) 3004 0.00 1.00 24.50% --
POP1 3004 1.00 5.00 3.62 0.87
POP2 3004 1.00 5.00 2.92 1.03
POP3 3004 1.00 5.00 3.31 0.89
POP4 3004 1.00 5.00 2.88 0.98
POP5 3004 1.00 5.00 3.52 0.98
POP6 3004 1.00 5.00 3.02 1.08
Populist vote (1 = voted for a populist party) 3004 0.00 1.00 23.24% --
POWD1 3004 1.00 5.00 2.01 0.88
POWD2 3004 1.00 5.00 2.37 0.96
POWD3 3004 1.00 5.00 1.99 0.87
Standard contract 3004 0.00 1.00 75.70% --
Flexible contract 3004 0.00 1.00 21.70% --
Solo self-employed (SSE) contract 3004 0.00 1.00 2.60% --
Temporary contract with a permanent prospect 3004 0.00 1.00 10.79% --
Temporary contract without a permanent 
prospect
3004 0.00 1.00 2.60% --
Low level education 3004 0.00 1.00 7.02% --
Middle level education 3004 0.00 1.00 43.98% --
High level education 3004 0.00 1.00 49.00% --
Age 3004 15.00 67.00 26.37 12.31
Gender (woman = 1) 3004 0.00 1.00 49.50% --
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Before employing structural equation modeling to test the model, confirmatory factor 
analysis was used to assess the fit of the measurement model containing two latent 
variables. Fit indices of this measurement model are presented in Table 3.3, and the 
measurement model with estimated factor loadings is presented in Figure 3.2.
As presented in Table 3.3, fit indices suggest a good fit, except for χ2, which is most 
likely inflated due to the large sample size. Since χ2 is the original fit index and is the 
basis for most other fit indices, it is usually reported in SEM results sections. However, 
as χ2 depends on variable distributions, sample size and the number of variables in 
the model, it should always be interpreted with caution and combined with other fit 
indices (Kline, 2011). The RMSEA and SRMR avoid these problems and are therefore 
more commonly used. In this case, both of these values are lower than .05, which 
indicates a good model fit (Schermelleh–Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003). Incremental 
Figure 3.2 Path diagram of the measurement model, N= 3,004
All estimated paths are significant with p<.001
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fit indices, such as TLI and CFI, indicate a better fit the closer they are to 1. In this 
case, both are above .95, indicating a good fit (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). 
Therefore, the measurement model is valid and the hypothesised model can be 
tested including the measurement model in question.
 Testing the hypothesised model resulted in the path diagram shown on Figure 3.3, 
and the fit indices shown in Table 3.4. It should be noted that Lance’s (1988) residual 
centering technique was used in order to test the interaction. Usually, moderation 
effects are tested in SEM by introducing a product term. However, this produces 
collinearity, which can lead to inflated standard errors and unstable regression 
estimates. Residual centering, on the other hand, allows introducing a product term 
that does not correlate with its component parts (see Figure 3.3) and is therefore the 
recommended approach (Little, Bovaird, & Widaman, 2006; Steinmetz, Davidov, & 
Schmidt, 2011). Thus, to avoid collinearity and the estimation issues this can cause, 
residual centering was used when modeling the moderation effect.
 The fit indices presented in Table 3.4 indicate that the model describes the data 
well, according to Kline’s (1998) guidelines (RMSEA and SRMR lower than .08, and 
TLI and CFI higher than .95). The only fit index that is not consistent with the others is 
χ2, which is significant, likely due to the large sample size (it was already significant in 
the measurement model, as shown in Table 3.3). Furthermore, the paths shown in 
Figure 3.3, which can be interpreted as standardized regression paths, are all 
significant and in the expected direction, thereby elaborating the trends already 
noticed in the correlation matrix (Table 3.2). Thus, the hypothesised model is 
accepted, thereby supporting all hypotheses. I proceed to examine the indirect paths 
of the hypothesised model (Table 3.5) to assess whether suppression ultimately 
affects populist voting. 
 Table 3.5 shows that there are significant indirect effects of having experienced 
suppression by supervisors in the last 3 years on populist voting, with populist 
attitudes as a mediator. Furthermore, there is a significant indirect effect of the 
interaction between power distance and suppression on populist voting (also through 
populist attitudes as a mediator). 
 In order to better understand the moderating role of power distance, the interaction 
effect of power distance and suppression on populist attitudes is presented graphically 
(Figure 3.4). For this purpose, the sample was divided into 3 groups: low, medium 
and high on power distance. Respondents who score within +/- 1 standard deviation 
around the mean of power distance compose the medium category, while those who 
score lower or higher form the low and high category, respectively. 
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Table 3.5 Indirect Effects of the Hypothesised Model
Standardized estimate
Power distance  populist voting -.026***
Suppression  populist voting .028***
Interaction  populist voting -.020***
*** - p < .000
Figure 3.4 Interaction effect of power distance and suppression of voice by the supervisor on 
populist attitudes
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As shown in figure 3.4, for employees who score high or moderate levels of power 
distance there is no effect of having experienced suppression of voice by the 
supervisor on populist attitudes. It seems that having experienced suppression is 
positively related with populist attitudes only for employees low on power distance. 
However, for the purpose of this illustration the low, moderate and high levels of 
power distance have been defined by arbitrarily determining cut-off points of a 
continuous variable. Thus, I conclude that the hypothesised moderation effect is 
supported by the results, whereby the effect of suppression on populist attitudes is 
stronger the less accepting of power distance employees are.
 Finally, Table 3.6 shows the proportion of variance in the variables explained by 
the model (including control variables). The model explains approximately 15% of 
variance in populist attitudes and 19% of variance in populist voting, which is quite a 
large part of variance explained considering the nature of the dependent and 
independent variables12.
Discussion
All hypothesised paths were significant, thus supporting the three hypotheses. First, 
the results support the notion that employees who experienced voice suppression by 
supervisors at least once in the last 3 years hold more populist attitudes. Furthermore, 
there is a negative moderating effect of power distance on the relationship between 
suppression and populist attitudes. Additional analysis reveals that suppression has 
a positive effect on populist attitudes only for employees low on power distance. 
Finally, the more populist attitudes employees hold, the more likely they are to vote for 
a populist party. Moreover, the results suggest that people who were exposed to a 
sole experience of suppression in the last 3 years are more likely to vote for a populist 
party than people who did not experience suppression, as suggested by the 
12 It is necessary to note, however, that control variables (age, gender and contract type) contribute to this 
percentage of explained variance of dependent variables
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significant indirect effect. These effects are relevant for explaining populist attitudes 
and voting behaviour, even though the parameter estimates might seem relatively 
small at first glance (approaching standardized estimates of .10). Considering that 
political attitudes are known to be influenced by a great variety of factors, such as 
genetics and early upbringing (Hatemi et al., 2009), adult political socialisation is 
expected to yield effects of relatively modest magnitude. Thus, the finding that people 
who experienced suppression by the supervisor in the previous 3 years demonstrate 
stronger populist attitudes and are more likely to vote for a populist party than the 
people who did not experience suppression is, in fact, intriguing. 
 As is often the case with survey research, the cross-sectional nature of this study 
urges some caution when drawing conclusions. There are three things to keep in 
mind when interpreting the results. First, the possibility of equivalent or near equivalent 
models (that yield the same fit indices despite describing different relationships 
between variables). In this case, the role of power distance could alternatively be one 
of a mediator rather than a moderator (indicating that suppression changes power 
distance as a value, which then generates populist attitudes). However, as mentioned 
in the theory section, in most management studies so far, power distance is found to 
play the role of a moderator (Lam et al., 2002; Lee et al., 2000; Yang et al., 2007). This 
corresponds with the understanding of power distance as a (relatively) stable value 
which determines the interpretation of suppression. 
 Second, the possibility of reversed causality should be considered. Ideally, the data 
would have been collected on political attitudes and voting before and after the 
suppression experience to be able to make causal claims with more certainty. 
Theoretically, it is possible that the voice of employees who hold populist attitudes is 
more likely to be suppressed if holding populist attitudes is associated with voice 
behaviour that reflects their negative attitudes towards the elite. This possibility will be 
further theoretically developed and empirically tested in the following chapter 
(Chapter 4).  
 A final potential limitation of the present study may be that workers who hold 
more populist attitudes end up in more suppressive work environments. Intentional 
self-selection into suppressive working context is, however, not very plausible 
because it is unlikely that job seekers will be aware of it before entering the workplace. 
Furthermore, the extent to which people can choose their work environment is limited. 
A similar argument is often made in interethnic contact research, by arguing that 
self-selection into ethnically homogeneous work environments, based on pre-existing 
ethnic prejudice, is not very likely (Kokkonen, Esaiasson & Gilljam, 2015). However, 
some workplace factors, such as hierarchy and one’s position in it, may act as 
selection criteria. For example, low-skilled workers more often work in lower 
hierarchical ranks. If lower ranks are more vulnerable to suppression, this could mean 
that  low-skilled workers are more likely to experience suppression by the supervisor. 
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When low-skilled workers hold more populist attitudes than high-skilled workers, a 
self-selection bias could be in play. However, controlling for educational level in order 
to reduce such self-selection problems did not alter the results of this study. Still, 
potential self-selection biases cannot be ruled out completely. Thus, for more 
empirical certainty, also regarding equivalent models and reversed causality, 
longitudinal replication follows in Chapter 4. 
 The results of the present study contribute to the literature on work-to-politics 
spillover and provide new insights into the theoretical debate on populism. The main 
contribution to the spillover literature is identifying social interactions as key triggers 
of political socialisation, rather than the traditionally discussed hierarchical company 
position (Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014) or the nature of work tasks (Kohn & Schooler, 
1969). Similarly, the contribution to the populism literature consists in focusing on 
social interactions as triggers of populist attitudes and voting, instead of focusing on 
characteristics of people’s structural position in society, such as education (Elchardus 
& Spruyt, 2016) and economic position (Spruyt et al., 2016). While the social 
interactions mechanism outlined in this study is new, it is complementary to the 
existing literature, as social interactions that reflect suppression can help to explain 
the established effects of structural position. In other words, social interactions, 
specifically suppression, are likely to act as mediators between structural position 
and populist attitudes as a reflection of power structures, thereby making them 
salient.
 Apart from the theoretical implications, the results of the present study also have 
important practical implications. Although one might argue that the effect is relatively 
small - having experienced voice suppression by supervisors in the last 3 years yields 
a 0.08 standard deviation increase in populist attitudes - it has substantial 
consequences in practice. Namely, 25% of the employees in the sample experienced 
suppression of voice during a period of only the previous three years, while most 
employees in the Netherlands have a working life of at least 40 years; this means that 
the average employee is likely to experience voice suppression at some point. 
Therefore, despite the relatively small effect magnitudes, the findings regarding the 
effect of voice suppression on populist attitudes and voting can have actual political 
relevance. Moreover, while other determinants of political attitudes such as genetics 
and early upbringing typically cannot be influenced, the prevalence of suppression at 
the workplace can be addressed within a given organisation or even within society as 
a whole.
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Conclusion
Employee voice suppression by supervisors provides a fertile ground for cognitive 
dissonance and anxiety. To ease the discomfort that is produced by these mental 
states, employees shift to a cognitive framework that splits the social world into two 
antagonistic groups, the people and the elite (a core characteristic of populist 
attitudes). This is more likely to happen the less accepting of power distance 
employees are. Finally, the more populist attitudes employees hold, the more likely 
they are to vote for populist parties. Therefore, suppression of voice by supervisors, 
at least for people less acceptant of  power distance, increases  the likelihood of 
populist voting indirectly, through first increasing employees’ populist attitudes.
 Although the experience of suppression is an individual-level factor, it should 
also be considered at a systemic level. Considering employee voice suppression as 
dependent on societal developments allows acknowledging its possible connection 
to global societal trends. Possibly, recent labour market developments that increase 
insecurity (e.g., globalisation and its “winners and losers”; “the gig economy”; labour 
flexibilization) create conditions that allow for more suppression. Given the present 
finding that suppression increases the likelihood of populist voting, this trend could 
be at least partly responsible for the increase in populism that can currently be 
observed on both the demand and supply side of politics. Furthermore, there are 
indications that on average, as part of a cultural change, the acceptance of power 
distance decreased over the past decades in European societies (Beugelsdijk, 
Maseland, & Van Hoorn, 2015). The findings of the current study imply that the 
positive effect of voice suppression on populist attitudes only works for those low in 
acceptance of power distance. In a cultural context of decreasing acceptance of 
power distance, such findings on the political socialisation effect of employee voice 
suppression are more relevant than ever.
 Finally, the process of political socialisation in itself is often not intended to be 
political. Such unintentional political socialisation takes place when political influence 
is exerted by an actor who did not intend to do so (Dekker & Mayenberg, 1991). This 
study finds that supervisors are important actors in unintentional political socialisation. 
It is advisable to create awareness among management, supervisors and the general 
public about this important but often overlooked influence that the actions of 
supervisors have on their employees. Moreover, since the causal chain elaborated in 
this study is rather long, starting with experiencing a problem at work, there are 
multiple instances in which the process, if so desired, can be altered through 
interventions. 
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The focus of this study is on exploring the potential reciprocal effects between 
workplace voice suppression by supervisors and populist attitudes. Longitudinal 
research design is used to estimate to what extent experiencing suppression affects 
employees’ subsequent populist attitudes, and to what extent employees’ populist 
attitudes affect their likelihood of subsequently experiencing suppression by the 
supervisor. The results of three-wave panel model analysis show that employees’ 
existing populist attitudes increase their likelihood of subsequently experiencing 
suppression. Moreover, the results imply that suppression may increase subsequent 
populist attitudes, although this is not explicitly confirmed due to particularities of the 
study design. Thus, the findings emphasize the importance of considering both 
workplace political socialisation and alternative explanations for the observed 
correlations between employees’ political attitudes and the workplace, as well as the 
importance of the interactionist approach to workplace dynamics.
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Introduction
As seen in previous chapters, there are considerable indications, both theoretical 
and empirical, that day-to-day social interactions at the workplace act as factors of 
political socialisation affecting political attitudes (Stanojevic, Akkerman & Manevska, 
2020a; 2020b). Considering that workplace relationships are normally role-bound 
and power-related (Cooper & Husband, 1993), I assumed workplace socialisation could 
influence political attitudes that relate to societal roles and distribution of power. This is 
particularly the case due to the similarity between organisational and societal power 
structures and relations (Glasberg & Shannon, 2010; Sobel, 1993). Therefore, the 
workplace can provide first hand experiences with power relations similar to societal 
power relations, from which employees might extrapolate to form political attitudes. 
 Interactions between employees and supervisors in particular reflect power 
structures and relations at the workplace, since supervisors hold a higher position of 
power in the company hierarchy. Suppression of employees’ voice by the supervisor 
is a key manifestation of this power disparity in a professional setting, whereby power 
disparity becomes apparent in behaviour and potentially even in tangible consequences 
(e.g. contract termination). I assume suppression of voice by the supervisor would 
make the suppressed employees aware of power disparity, and would therefore 
serve as a political socialisation experience. Specifically, I hypothesise political 
socialisation through suppression of voice by the supervisor would affect populist 
attitudes. According to Mudde (2007), populist attitudes are characterized by the 
worldview that juxtaposes “the pure people” and “the corrupt elite”, while assuming 
“the pure people” as rightful holders of political power. As such, populist attitudes are 
political attitudes, concerned with how power operates in society.
 However theoretically sound and intuitive the reasoning behind the potential 
effect of workplace socialisation on political attitudes such as populism may be, the 
alternative explanations are equally plausible and cannot be ignored. It is necessary 
to note that the effects presented in the previous chapters come from cross-sectional 
correlation studies. While such studies can provide valuable insight in potential 
effects and indications for further research, they are famously limited when it comes 
to drawing conclusions about causality. Cross-sectional studies leave space for 
alternative explanations of found correlations, such as reversed causality and omitted 
confounding variables (Reeb, Sakakibara & Mahmood, 2012). In case of workplace 
social interactions and political attitudes, it is possible that employees’ political 
attitudes make them more susceptible to experiencing certain types of workplace 
social interactions, or that there are factors that affect both employees’ political 
attitudes, as well as their workplace experiences. Moreover, it is not certain how the 
studied effects depend on time, i.e. how long does it take for the effects of suppression 
on political attitudes to develop. Therefore, in this chapter I revisit the findings and 
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causal implications of the previous chapter regarding the effect of suppression by the 
supervisor on populism. 
 In order to investigate to what extent suppression by the supervisors causes 
changes in employees’ populist attitudes (Stanojevic et al., 2020a), alternative causes 
of the observed correlations are theoretically and empirically explored. Building on 
the idea that employees’ personal characteristics affect their social interactions at the 
workplace, a plausible alternative causal mechanism is offered, in addition to the 
workplace socialisation hypothesis which was the basis of the previous chapter. A 
cross lagged panel design which tests both directions of causality simultaneously is 
used, thereby offering much needed insight in the extent to which these opposing 
causal effects (populism affecting suppression; suppression affecting populism) 
compose the correlations captured within the cross-sectional design used in the 
previous chapter. The aim of this chapter is thus to place the implications of previous 
chapter under additional theoretical and empirical scrutiny, in order to further explore 
the causal relation between suppression by the supervisor on the one hand, and 
employees’ populist attitudes on the other hand. 
Theory and hypotheses
Workplace political socialisation vs. selection into 
workplace interactions
In the previous two chapters, arguments for the potential effects of workplace social 
interactions on political attitudes have been made. This reasoning follows from the 
workplace socialisation hypothesis, which emphasizes the changes within individuals 
caused by their work (Volpert, 1975, Frese, 1982; Kohn & Schooler, 1982; Karasek, 
2004). However, a causal effect opposite of workplace socialisation is also plausible. 
The idea behind the potential opposite effect is that employees’ existing personal 
characteristics can affect their workplace interactions. This idea is rooted in the view 
of people as active agents in their environment who, to some extent, generate the 
situations they find themselves in (Bowers, 1973). Applied to the workplace context, 
this idea is known as the interactionist approach to workplace dynamics, and it posits 
that social interactions between individuals at the workplace are affected by a wide 
range of interacting personal and organisational characteristics (Schneider, Goldstiein 
& Smith, 1995). Employee characteristics that are usually considered as relevant for 
workplace interactions include race/ethnicity, gender, age and education (see for 
example Tomaskovic-Devey, 2014; Wright, 2016). Roscigno (2019) finds that race/
ethnicity, gender and age are related to workplace discrimination and harassment. 
 However, it may not be only demographic characteristics that are relevant for 
workplace social interactions, but also more subtle personal characteristics such as 
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personality, values and attitudes. Similar logic is already applied in the workplace 
selection literature, which suggests that employees select and become selected into 
organisations based on their personal characteristics, such as personality (Schneider, 
Smith, Taylor & Fleenor, 1998) and values (Cable & Judge, 1996). This study builds 
on the notion that employees’ personal characteristics, including political attitudes, 
affect the likelihood of experiencing certain workplace social interactions. In what 
follows, the case is made for the bidirectional relationships between employees’ 
political attitudes and interactions with the supervisor.
 Kitschelt and Rehm (2014) describe a weak and a strong theory of occupational 
preference formation: the weak theory arguing that employees’ political attitudes 
guide their selection of the workplace; and the strong arguing that it is actually the 
workplace that over time shapes employees’ political attitudes. Kitschelt and Rehm 
(2014) theorise that these arguments are not mutually exclusive, are in fact likely both 
at play, and can work synergistically over time to reinforce initial political attitudes. 
Although theoretically plausible, this assumption is not explicitly empirically 
substantiated, as most causal inferences are based on cross-sectional observations 
of concordance between employees’ political attitudes and work characteristics (e.g. 
Lipsitz, 1964; Kohn & Schooler, 1969; Carpini, 1986; Rehm, 2009; Kitschelt & Rehm, 
2014). An important exception is a study done by  Lorence and Mortimer (1979), 
which examines college graduates over ten years, thereby allowing for estimation of 
workplace socialisation effect due to the longitudinal design, as well as estimation of 
workplace selection effect due to data collection starting before respondents’ 
employment. According to the findings it seems that graduates’ position on political 
liberalism affected the subsequent sector of employment, and sector of employment 
itself also affected their position on political liberalism ten years after graduation. 
 Contrary to this existing literature on work characteristics and political attitudes, 
the present study focuses on workplace social interactions in relation to political 
attitudes, rather than job types or occupational characteristics. The assumption of 
the present study is that, similarly to how employees’ political attitudes potentially 
determine the workplaces they select themselves into, employees’ political attitudes 
may also play a role beyond employment, affecting the social interactions they 
experience at the workplace. Whereas previous research examined job characteris-
tics, such as occupation or status, that might to some extent indicate the type of 
social interactions employees experience at the workplace, this study specifies and 
tests suppression by the supervisor as both a plausible antecedent and consequence 
of employees’ political attitudes. Thus, the research question addressed in this 
chapter is: to what extent does suppression by the supervisor cause changes in 
employees’ populist attitudes, and to what extent do employees’ populist attitudes 
affect the experiences of suppression by the supervisor? 
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 When employees have any work-related issue, they may choose to let the 
supervisor know about it in an attempt to change the working conditions. This is 
defined as employee voice. The supervisor then has to choose how to react, whether 
it be in a supportive, neutral, or suppressive manner. Supervisors’ reaction of interest 
in this study is suppression, which can entail ignoring, silencing or punishing 
employee who voiced. The interaction between the employee and the supervisor, 
including whether supervisor responds by suppressing employees’ voice, depends 
on multiple factors, such as characteristics of the supervisor, organisational climate, 
and the characteristics of the employee. This study investigates how employee char-
acteristics, i.e. employees’ populist attitudes, can affect the likelihood of them 
experiencing suppression. Building on the notion that attitudes are expressed in 
behaviour (Milfont et al., 2010), it is assumed that employees’ populist attitudes are 
expressed in workplace behaviour before and during voicing. The remainder of this 
section contains deduction of hypotheses on the bidirectional effects between 
suppression of voice by supervisors and populist attitudes.
Experiencing supervisor suppression and employees’ populism
In the previous chapter (Chapter 3), it was argued that suppression by the supervisor 
might increase populist attitudes, thereby ultimately increasing the chance of voting 
for a populist party13. The psychological mechanism assumed as underlying this 
hypothesised effect is splitting – a cognitive coping mechanism employed to deal 
with the stress of suppression by the supervisor, which separates the mental 
categories containing the elites and the regular people. It was hypothesised that 
splitting would be especially triggered upon suppression in employees who are less 
accepting of power distance, meaning they reject unequal power distribution. 
Conversely, the more employees accept power distance, the less stress-related 
splitting would be triggered by suppression, and the less, therefore, the increase in 
their populist attitudes. 
 Here, in addition to the effect of suppression on populism, the opposite causal 
effect is considered, whereby employees’ existing populist attitudes affect the 
likelihood of them experiencing suppression by the supervisor. Populist attitudes 
entail endorsement of sovereign political governance of the people (Mudde, 2007). 
Thus, in the workplace context this could translate to endorsement of sovereign 
organisational governance of the workers. In other words, employees’ with highly 
populist attitudes are likely to think about organisational structure in a way that favours 
the agency of employees’ rather than supervisors. Moreover, populist attitudes entail 
a moral dimension to this endorsement of popular sovereignty, whereby “the people” 
are seen as good, and “the elites” are seen as bad (Akkerman, Mudde & Zaslove, 
13 Considering that voting information was not available at the time of second and third data collection points 
(since no new parliamentary elections were held), this variable is left out from the longitudinal replication.
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2014). It is plausible that these moral categories apply to the way highly populist 
employees view the workplace, seeing the employees’ (representing the people) as 
good and the supervisors (representing the elite) as bad. 
 Based on these considerations of how employees’ with highly populist attitudes 
might view the workplace power dynamics, I hypothesise that their behaviour at the 
workplace, particularly in the social interactions with supervisors, might reflect their 
existing populist attitudes. This could be true for different kinds of daily interactions 
between employees and supervisors in which highly populist employees might 
exhibit more (desired) autonomy, and especially when it comes to employees’ voicing 
behaviour. Employees high on populism might voice discontent in a way that is more 
demanding or confrontational, since according to their populist attitudes they feel like 
it is within their right to establish agency through voicing, and they might even feel 
that in doing so they have the moral upper hand as representatives of “the people”. 
Additionally, populist attitudes are characterized by an unwillingness to compromise 
(Akkerman et al., 2014), which could especially affect the way in which they voice 
complaints. Such a “populist” manner of voicing, together with the potential reputation 
highly populist employees might have built in the previous interactions with the 
supervisor, might prompt supervisors to assert authority, and some supervisors 
might choose to do this through suppression. This assumption is in line with workplace 
victimization research, which implicitly suggests that some supervisors are hostile to 
their subordinates because “they find them provocative and difficult to deal with” 
(Tepper, 2007, pp. 273). Conversely, employees who endorse populist attitudes less 
might be comparatively less demanding and confrontational when they voice their 
discontent, and might therefore evoke less suppressive responses from their 
supervisors. As mentioned before, the way this interaction unravels depends on 
supervisors’ attitudes as well, but the focus of the current study is on employees’ 
populist attitudes. The following hypotheses are tested:
H1: Experiencing voice suppression by the supervisor increases employees’ 
subsequent populist attitudes. 
H2: Employees’ populist attitudes increase the likelihood that employees will 
subsequently experience voice suppression by the supervisor. 
Since the “good people vs the corrupt elites” outlook that characterizes populism is 
at odds with acceptance of elites having more power (acceptance of which is the 
definition of power distance as a value), highly populist attitudes tend to entail low 
power distance. According to the value – attitude – behaviour hierarchy (Homer & 
Kahle, 1988), core values are superordinate to more specific attitudes in which they 
are reflected. Although there is (to the author’s knowledge) no empirical evidence 
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about the connection between power distance and populism, it is plausible that 
populism would reflect the core value of low power distance, considering their 
conceptual definitions. Thus, a moderating effect of power distance is not assumed 
with regards to the effect of populist attitudes on the likelihood of experiencing 
suppression. However, a moderation hypothesis was tested regarding the role of 
power distance in determining the effect of suppression on populist attitudes. The 
assumption is that employees’ acceptance of power distance as a value would 
determine how they experience suppression by the supervisor, and therefore 
determine how strong the effect of suppression on populist attitudes might be, as 
indicated in Chapter 3.
H3: The positive effect of voice suppression by the supervisor on employees’ 
subsequent populist attitudes is stronger the less accepting of power distance 
the suppressed employees are.
Methodology
Data 
Dataset used for the study was the Work and Politics Panel Survey (Akkerman et al., 
2017, 2018, 2020), constructed to survey the same respondents at three data 
collection points, each between 12 and18 months apart. The respondents received a 
small monetary compensation if they filled out an online questionnaire. The sampling 
was conducted by a professional survey company Kantar Public, starting from a 
panel of 135,000 respondents in the Netherlands (TNS NIPObase). From this panel, 
12,013 respondents were approached, out of whom 7,599 filled out the survey, 
amounting to a 64% response rate. Respondents were selected to ensure the repre-
Figure 4.1 The hypothesised causal relationships between suppression by the supervisor and 
employees’ populist attitudes. 
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sentativeness of the Dutch labour force, aged between 15 and 67. Of the 7,599 
respondents participating in the first round of data collection, 6,008 took the survey 
in the second, while 4,855 took the survey in the third wave of data collection. This 
amounts to panel attrition rate of 21% in the first, and 36% in the second wave. Apart 
from the panel attrition, further restrictions on the used sample were imposed through 
determining valid cases on the suppression variable (as further explained in the 
Measures subsection). 
Measures
To assess suppression by supervisors, respondents were first asked if they experienced 
an issue at work in the past three years. If they did, they were subsequently asked if 
they voiced their issue. Those respondents who voiced were then asked: “After you 
voiced the issue, did that result in one of the following responses by your supervisor?” 
To respond to that question, respondents were presented with a list of 14 (13 in the 
first wave) possible responses by the supervisor, and an additional possibility to 
describe a supervisor response to voice they experienced, in case they did not feel it 
was represented by the presented examples. Supervisors can respond to voice in 
multiple ways, ranging from complimenting employees for voicing to firing them. 
Experts analysed the gathered data on supervisor responses and divided them into 
Figure 4.2 The hypothesised moderated effect of suppression by the supervisor on employees’ 
subsequent populist attitudes. 
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three categories: voice support (e.g. “solved the issue” or “complimented me”), 
neutral (e.g. “gave a good explanation of the issue”), and suppression (e.g. “bullied 
me” or “gave me an official warning”)14. Based on this, a binary variable was 
constructed as a measure of voice suppression by supervisors, where score of 0 
denoted not having experienced suppression, and score of 1 denoted having 
experienced it. The list of suppressive supervisor responses is presented below.
Suppression 1 My supervisor ignored the problem
Suppression 2 I got criticism from my supervisor
Suppression 3 My supervisor did not want me to talk about the problem
Suppression 4 My supervisor put my career in the way (e.g. by denying me a promotion or 
removing training / training opportunities)
Suppression 5 I was fired / my contract was not renewed
Suppression 6 My supervisor gave me a bad review in the performance interview
Suppression 7 I received an official warning / punishment
Suppression 8 My supervisor bullied / threatened me
Suppression 9 My supervisor made my job unpleasant
 
 Just like in Chapter 3, important restrictions were placed on the suppression measure. 
Firstly, respondents who experienced both support and suppression were excluded 
(in total 178 respondents across all waves), because of unclear implications of such 
mixed experiences. Secondly, respondents who did not experience a work-related 
issue or did not voice the issue were excluded, to ensure the estimated effects only 
effect suppression, rather than having experienced an issue or having voiced it. 
 For measuring populism, a scale validated by Akkerman et al. (2014) and 
previously used in Chapter 3 was used again. This scale, consisting of six items, was 
used in all three data collection points, with reliability coefficients .84, .85 and .84 in 
the order of application.
POP1 Politicians in Parliament must be guided by the opinion of the people.
POP2 The main political decisions should be made by the people and not by politicians.
POP3 The political differences between the elite and ordinary citizens are greater than 
between citizens.
POP4 I prefer to be represented by an ordinary citizen than by a professional politician.
POP5 Politicians talk too much and do too little.
POP6 In politics, making compromises is often a different word for betraying your 
principles.
14 For the full list including the supportive and neutral responses, see the Appendix, Table A1.3 
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic
Processed on: 10-8-2021 PDF page: 101
101
4
Reexamining the causal relationship of suppression and populism
Finally, to measure power distance, the same scale as in Chapter 3 was used, 
consisting of three items adapted from Farh, Hackett, and Liang (2007). Power 
distance was assessed using this three item scale in all three data collection points, 
with reliability coefficients .67, .70 and .63, respectively.
POWD1 The management should make most decisions without employees’ involvement.
POWD2 It is necessary that managers often use authority in dealing with employees.
POWD3 Employees who disagree with the management must not express this openly.
Data analysis
Hypotheses are tested by testing cross lagged structural models (CLPMs) using 
Lavaan package in R (Rosseel, 2012). All models were estimated using diagonally 
weighted least squares estimator, which is appropriate for binary variables and robust 
for violations of multivariate normality. 
 To ensure that the hypothesised causal effects are tested, I controlled for effects 
that could interfere with the tested effects. Due to the cross-lagged panel design, the 
variables that stay relatively stable throughout the duration of panel data collection 
(such as age, gender and education) are already controlled for through autocorrela-
tions15. Moreover, I control for variables that vary between time points and that are 
shown to be relevant through the regression analyses in the previous two chapters. 
Thus, all models were additionally controlled for: contract type (permanent contract, 
temporary with prospect, temporary without prospect, solo self-employed) and 
weekly work hours. 
 As previously mentioned, the analysed sample is constricted due to panel 
attrition and missing values on the suppression variable in each wave (assigned to 
respondents who did not experience a workplace related issue or did not voice upon 
experiencing the issue). Due to the list-wise deletion used in SEM, these missing 
values cause a considerable reduction of the sample to be analysed, amounting to 
775 cases. Moreover, this sample reduction is not random – on the contrary, 
respondents whose data was used for final analysis are the ones who experienced 
an issue and voiced it in all three waves, which likely makes them different than the 
general population. Still, this selection is necessary for correct estimation of cross 
lagged effects, since excluding all other participants enables discerning the effect of 
suppression from the effects of having an issue and having voiced. Additionally, to 
alleviate the concerns that might arise from such a particular sample selection, 
15 The ability of cross-lagged panel models (CLPMs) to control for trait like stability through autocorrelations had 
recently been criticized by Hamaker, Kuiper and Grasman (2015). To combat this issue, they recommend 
the use of random intercept cross-lagged panel models (RI-CLPM). In this particular study, however, using 
RI-CLPM was not preferred because of the inability to extract random intercepts from suppression across 
waves. This is explained in more detail in the “Discussion and conclusion” chapter.
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separate two-wave CLPMs were additionally tested. This allows for checking how the 
effects replicate on less restricted samples. Thus, all models are additionally tested 
on the first and second wave data (first-to-second wave models, N=1,491), and then 
replicated on the second and third wave data (second-to-third wave models, 
N=1,070).
Results
Table 4.1 shows descriptive statistics calculated on 775 respondents with valid results 
on all variables in all three waves. The minimum and maximum value are shown 
across the three waves, while mean and standard deviation are shown separately 
per each wave.
Table 4.2 shows the correlations between the variables measured at three points in 
time (control variables are omitted). Similarly to the descriptive statistics, the 
correlations were calculated using 775 valid cases for variables measured in T1, T2, 
and T3. 
 The measurement model shown in the Figure 4.3 was calculated on 775 cases 
who had a valid score on all variables in all waves. As the model consists of continuous 
variables, MLR estimator (maximum likelihood estimator with robust standard errors 
and scaled test statistics) is used, as recommended for modeling continuous 
variables. The results of confirmatory factor analysis for the measurement model and 
Table 4.3 indicate good fit. According to Kline’s (1998) guidelines, SRMR and RMSEA 
indicate good fit (lower than .08), as well as CFI and TLI (higher than .95). The exception 
is significant χ2, but considering the large sample size, this is to be expected. Thus, 
cross lagged models can be tested, including the latent variables confirmed by the 
factor analysis as shown in the measurement model.
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Reexamining the causal relationship of suppression and populism
Path diagrams of estimated cross-lagged models testing the hypotheses are shown 
below. The items from which latent variables are consisted are omitted, as they are 
shown in the measurement model (Figure 4.3). Control variables (type of contract 
and weekly work hours) are also not shown in diagrams, but are included in the 
calculations. Blue arrows represent paths based on the hypotheses as proposed in 
16 Autocorrelation and residual paths are exempt for simplicity of graphic representations.
Figure 4.316 Measurement model, N = 775 
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the first two chapters, thus reflecting the workplace political socialisation line of 
reasoning. Red arrows represent the paths that follow from the alternative hypotheses 
introduced in this chapter, thus reflecting the effect of political attitudes on workplace 
social interactions. Black arrows represent autocorrelation, which is not of primary 
interest for results interpretation. For the paths estimated to be significant the estimated 
path coefficient is shown, while the paths estimated to be statistically insignificant are 
dashed17.
 The curved gray paths represent cross-sectional correlations, which are also 
informative with regards to the hypotheses. Normally, only cross lagged paths are 
interpreted as testing causal hypotheses in CLPM analysis (as shown in Figures 4.1 
and 4.2), because they identify the causal direction as flowing from the variable 
measured in the previous time point to the variable measured in the following time 
point. Conversely, the direction of causality in cross-sectional correlations is unknown, 
as is the case with cross-sectional correlations in the present study as well. However, 
due to the suppression self-reports being retrospective for the period from T-1 to T, 
there is a possibility that suppression measured in time T had already exerted an 
early onset effect on populist attitudes measured in time T (further explained in the 
“Onset of suppression effects” section of the Discussion). Unfortunately, there is no 
way within the current design to verify if this is the case, due to the uncertainty of the 
causal direction of cross-sectional effects within waves. If it is indeed the case that 
retrospectively assessed suppression affects political attitudes measured in the 
same time point, then the cross lagged effect of suppression on political attitudes 
measured in the following time point signifies a delayed effect that suppression exerts 
above and beyond the early onset cross-sectional effect. The delayed, above and 
beyond quality of the cross lagged effect in this case is due to the early onset effect 
of suppression measured in time T, that had possibly already affected populist 
attitudes measured in the same time T. Thus, such cross lagged effect is controlled 
through autocorrelation between populist attitudes in T and T+1, reflecting only 
delayed, above and beyond effect. Furthermore, if it is the case that suppression 
exerts an early onset effect on populist attitudes, cross-sectional correlations within 
the second and third wave would be significant (after being controlled for previous 
levels through autocorrelations). Thus, although technically the causal hypotheses 
can only be tested by interpreting cross lagged paths, examination of the cross-sec-
tional paths provides valuable information in this case, due to the methodological 
specificities of the present study. 
 Thus, the results section is structured as follows: First, hypotheses H1 and H2 
regarding populism are tested using a three-wave model (Figure 4.4), and repeated 
using two two-wave models (Figure 4.5 and 4.6). Finally, the hypothesis on the 
17 Estimated coefficients of autocorrelations are not shown for simplicity of graphic representations, as all of 
them are significant and they are not crucial for interpretation.
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Reexamining the causal relationship of suppression and populism
moderated effect of suppression on populism (H3) is tested using a three-wave 
model (Figure 4.7), and repeated using two two-wave models (Figure 4.8 and 4.9).
Testing hypotheses H1 and H2
Figure 4.4 Cross lagged panel model estimating causal relationships between suppression by 
the supervisor and employees’ populist attitudes, three-wave model, N = 775
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001
Figure 4.5 Cross lagged panel model estimating the causal relationships between suppression 
by the supervisor and employees’ populist attitudes, first-to-second wave model, N = 1,491
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001
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As fit indices shown in Table 4.4 suggest good fit, the paths estimated in models 
depicted in figures 4.4 to 4.6 can be interpreted. A significant cross lagged effect of 
populism is found, whereby employees’ populism measured in the first wave affects 
their likelihood of experiencing suppression measured in the second wave (Figures 
4.4 and 4.5). This finding supports H2, namely that populist attitudes increase the 
likelihood of subsequently experiencing suppression. However, the same effect is not 
found between populist attitudes measured at time two and suppression measured 
at time three (Figures 4.4 and 4.6). Hence, H2 is partially supported by the findings. 
With regards to the effect of suppression on subsequent populist attitudes (H1), the 
Figure 4.6 Cross lagged panel model estimating the causal relationships between suppression 
by the supervisor and employees’ populist attitudes, second-to-third wave model, N = 1,070
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001
Table 4.4   Fit indices of the cross lagged panel model estimating causal 











χ2 311.370 (p=.999) 180.796 (p=.077) 155.703 (p=.496)
Df 391 155 155
RMSEA .000 .011 .005
RMSEA 90% conf. int. .000 - .000 .000 - .017 .000 - .014
SRMR .029 .024 .026
CFI 1.00 .998 1.00
TLI 1.00 .998 1.00
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Reexamining the causal relationship of suppression and populism
findings also seem to indicate support, although not conclusively. No cross lagged 
effects of suppression on subsequent populist attitudes tested significant, meaning 
suppression did not produce delayed, above and beyond effects (on top of the 
effects that might have already occurred between the experienced suppression 
assessed retrospectively and populist attitudes measured at the same time). 
However, cross-sectional correlation between populism and suppression within the 
third wave is significant in both the three-wave and second-to-third wave model 
(Figures 4.4 and 4.6), therefore suggesting a potential early onset effect of suppression 
on populist attitudes. This possibility is given due consideration in the “Onset of 
suppression effects” section of the Discussion. 
Testing hypothesis H3
Figure 4.7 Cross lagged panel model estimating the moderated effect of suppression by 
supervisors on employees’ populist attitudes, three-wave model, N = 775
Note: path estimates not shown. Significant paths are marked as full, while insignificant paths are marked 
as dashed line
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Fit indices shown in Table 4.5 indicate good fit of the estimated moderation models, 
meaning the paths shown in Figures 4.7 to 4.9 can be interpreted. As it would be 
expected considering the insignificant cross lagged paths from suppression to 
subsequent populist attitudes (Figures 4.4 – 4.6), the moderated effect of suppression 
on subsequent populist attitudes is also not significant, as shown by the cross lagged 
paths (marked blue) in Figures 4.7 - 4.9. Additionally, the cross-sectional correlations 
in the second and third wave controlled for the previous wave do not support the 
moderation hypothesis H3. However, this may be due to autocorrelations limiting the 
available variance of power distance when calculating cross-sectional effects within 
wave two and three. Thus, although the analysis does not explicitly confirm the 
moderation effect of power distance, it is important to consider the methodological 
characteristics that might play a role in this. These characteristics are considered in 
the “Revisiting implications of the previous chapter” section of the Discussion. 
Figure 4.8 Cross lagged panel model estimating the moderated effect of suppression by the 
supervisor on employees’ populist attitudes, first-to-second wave model, N = 1,491
Note: path estimates not shown. Significant paths are marked as full, while insignificant paths are marked 
as dashed line
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Reexamining the causal relationship of suppression and populism
Figure 4.9 Cross lagged panel model estimating the moderated effect of suppression by the 
supervisor on employees’ populist attitudes, second-to-third wave model, N = 1,070
Note: path estimates not shown. Significant paths are marked as full, while insignificant paths are marked 
as dashed line
Table 4.5   Fit indices of the cross lagged panel models estimating the 











χ2 1013.485 (p=.773) 659.001 (p<.001) 508.584 (p=.019)
Df 1048 440 440
RMSEA .000 .018 .012
RMSEA 90% conf. int. .000 - .000 .015 - .021 .006 - .018
SRMR .036 .033 .034
CFI 1.00 .998 .995
TLI 1.00 .986 .994
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Empirical support for the hypotheses
The causal hypotheses were tested using CLPM analysis. Employees’ populist 
attitudes increased the likelihood of them subsequently experiencing suppression by 
the supervisor, as shown in the significant cross lagged effect between populism in 
T1 and suppression in T2, thereby providing support for H2. However, this support 
was partial, as the effect of populist attitudes measured in T2 on the likelihood of 
experiencing suppression in T3 does not test significant (both when testing a 
three-wave model and a separate second-to-third wave model). Conversely, no cross 
lagged effects of suppression on subsequent populist attitudes were found. However, 
cross-sectional correlation between suppression and populism measured in the third 
wave was significant (when testing both three- and two-wave models), meaning it is 
possible there was an early onset effect of suppression on populism, captured in the 
cross-sectional effect. Although this is not an explicit confirmation of H1, it is an 
important indication. This possibility is more closely examined in the following section. 
Finally, the case is similar with hypothesis H3 about the moderating role of power 
distance in the effect of suppression on populist attitudes. The findings regarding H3, 
although refuted by the CLPM analysis, will be considered in “Revisiting the findings 
of previous chapters” section, as they might have depended on particularity of the 
research design rather than the absolute absence of the effect.
Onset of suppression effects
The possibility that the effects of suppression on populist attitudes have an earlier 
onset than what can be captured through cross lagged effects deserves special 
consideration. When it comes to attitude change in the context of passing time, the 
literature is not unanimous. Most studies on persistence of attitude change compare 
measures of attitudes immediately after manipulation and up to 6 weeks after 
manipulation (Cook & Flay, 1978). While all of these studies find an immediate effect 
on attitudes (e. g. Kelman, 1958; Kelman & Hovland, 1953; Papageorgis, 1963; Watts 
& McGuire, 1964), some find persistence of attitude change for up to a few weeks 
(Sénémeaud & Somat, 2009), and some find a decrease in the effect of manipulation 
on attitudes in question over time (Johnson & Watkins, 1971; Greenwald, 1968). 
Conversely, others argue that passage of time is needed between an external effect 
on attitudes and the measurable attitude change (Flay, 1978). 
 Due to the retrospective nature of the suppression assessment, it is unknown when 
suppression occurred relative to the attitude measure. However, the retrospective 
measure of suppression may already contain a lag relative to when suppression 
occurred (up to 18 months from the previous measure for T2 and T3, and up to 36 
months for T1). This means that cross-sectional effects between suppression and 
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political attitudes within waves two and three could potentially represent the early 
onset effects of suppression. The cross lagged effects represent delayed effects of 
suppression on political attitudes (lag between max 18 and max 36 months), that are 
exerted above and beyond the early onset effects (as the early onset effects are 
captured in the cross-sectional correlation, and the attitudes measure is controlled 
for the previous measure through autocorrelation). The insignificant cross lagged 
effects of suppression on attitudes therefore mean that suppression does not exert a 
delayed effect above and beyond a potential early onset effect of suppression on 
political attitudes. In order to account for possible early onset effects of suppression 
on attitudes, cross-sectional correlations must be considered. 
 While causality cannot be assessed in standard cross-sectional analyses, cross- 
sectional correlations within CLPMs are more informative, because confounding 
factors are (partly) controlled for through autocorrelations. Arguably, this is still not a 
strict test of causality – i.e., even though suppression is assessed retrospectively at 
the moment the attitudes are measured, it is still uncertain what happened first (a 
change in attitudes may well have preceded the change in the experience of 
suppression). Moreover, such significant cross-sectional correlations may appear 
due to dynamic confounding variables that are not controlled for through autocorrela-
tions. Nevertheless, cross-sectional effects within CLPMs can give indication about 
the potential early onset effects of suppression that would otherwise go undetected. 
 In this study, examination of the estimated cross-sectional correlations within 
waves two and three reveals significant positive correlations between suppression 
and populism within wave three (Figures 4.4, 4.6 and 4.7). The findings of significant 
cross-sectional correlations between suppression and populism make it impossible 
to refute the hypothesis H1 - that experiencing suppression increases populist 
attitudes. This serves as a strong invitation for future research to shine more light on 
the matter of early onset effects of suppression on populism. Such follow up research 
would ideally utilize short lags to address the early onset effects of suppression.
Methodological limitations
As it became obvious in the analysis and interpretation of results, the way suppression 
was measured (retrospective self-reports with a long retrospection window) limited 
the conclusions that could be drawn regarding its potential causal effect on populist 
attitudes. Related to that, another methodological consideration concerning the 
suppression measure is necessary. The idea behind measuring suppression with the 
specific incidents approach and subsequent expert analysis of answers to get a 
binary measure (rather than simply asking the respondents whether they experienced 
suppression) was to increase objectivity of the measure. Despite this effort, it is 
possible that the binary measure of suppression is not as objective as intended, and 
might reflect employees’ existing populist attitudes, especially for the instances of 
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suppression that are more subject to interpretation (e.g. supervisor criticized me or 
made my job unpleasant). Thus, it is possible that employees’ populist attitudes 
affected how they would perceive certain events and whether they would attribute 
them to supervisors reacting to voice. For example, since populist attitudes entail 
unfavourable views of the elites and perceived struggle between “the people” and 
“the elites”, highly populist employees might perceive certain interactions with the 
supervisor as the supervisor suppressing their voice, while employees low on 
populism might perceive the same response differently. For example, highly populist 
employees might perceive a certain interaction as criticism, while employees low on 
populism may not experience it as such, and would therefore not report having 
experienced criticism. If this is the case, such relatedness between suppression and 
populism measure would diminish the effects estimated in the analysis. Considering 
all this, it is important to note that although CLPM analysis is more informative than 
cross-sectional analysis, it should still be interpreted with caution with regards to 
causal inferences.
Revisiting the implications of the previous chapter
The findings presented in this chapter do not find explicit confirmation of the 
interpretation of cross-sectional findings offered in Chapter 3. Specifically, in Chapter 
3 the cross-sectional effects were interpreted as socialisation effects, whereby 
suppression by the supervisor increased employees’ populist attitudes. However, the 
current relative lack of support for these interpretations comes as no surprise due to 
two reasons. The first reason is explained in the previous sections – it relates to the 
retrospective measure of suppression and its potential early onset effect. 
 The second reason why estimated effects and their interpretations might differ 
between Chapter 3 and this chapter is the longitudinal design. The cross-sectional 
correlation found in Chapter 3 was confirmed longitudinally as the significant positive 
effect of employees’ populist attitudes on their likelihood of subsequently experiencing 
suppression (Figures 4.4 and 4.5). Conversely, the causal interpretation implied in 
Chapter 3 is neither explicitly confirmed nor refuted by the longitudinal analysis. 
Although no cross-lagged paths were significant, the persistence of the cross-sec-
tional correlations within waves despite the presence of autocorrelation controls 
shows there may be a causal effect of suppression on populist attitudes. However, 
this effect likely has an early onset and would therefore probably take place between 
the suppression event that respondents are retrospectively recalling and the time 
when their attitudes are assessed, thereby causing it to be captured through the 
cross-sectional, rather than the cross lagged effect. Thus, more research is needed 
on the effects of suppression of voice by the supervisor on populist attitudes.
 Finally, the longitudinal analysis does not seem to support the moderation effect 
of power distance. However, this difference too may be due precisely to the 
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longitudinal nature of the analysis. Specifically, values are considered to be relatively 
stable traits, at least compared to attitudes (George & Jones, 1997). Therefore, we 
would not expect much intra-individual change in acceptance of power distance 
between T1, T2 and T3. Since autocorrelations control for the initial values of power 
distance within every subsequent measure, we may expect that the potential 
moderation effect of power distance could only be captured within its first measure 
(T1), as every subsequent measure would offer little to no new variation. Thus, 
cross-sectional correlations within wave two and wave three would not show 
moderating effects of power distance, as its effect is controlled for through autocor-
relation. Moreover, as previously explained, the effect of suppression on populism is 
likely one of early onset, which is why it does not appear as a cross lagged, but 
cross-sectional effect. Similarly, the moderation of this effect would not appear as 
cross lagged either, but rather as cross-sectional. Thus, having in mind these two 
caveats, we would only expect the moderation effect to show up as a significant 
cross-sectional effect within the first wave, which is what does indeed happen. 
However, this replication of the cross-sectional effect in T1 does not offer better 
insight into causality, since the significant cross-sectional effect is not controlled for 
trait stability through autocorrelations, just like in the previous chapter. A potential 
solution for this, too, would be shorter lags, since short lags may enable capturing the 
effect of suppression as cross lagged effect on populist attitudes. In that case, we 
would expect that power distance measured in T1 would play a moderating role in the 
effect of suppression measured in T1 on populist attitudes measured in T2, which 
would provide a more substantial causal indication.
Conclusion
The goal of this chapter was to theoretically and empirically reexamine the implications 
of Chapter 3, which suggested that voice suppression by supervisors affects 
employees’ populism through the process of political socialisation. The alternative 
hypothesis developed in this chapter (H2) is inspired by the interactionist approach 
to workplace dynamics, suggesting that the found cross-sectional correlations might 
have been a consequence of employees’ populist attitudes being reflected in their 
workplace behaviour, which might increase the likelihood that supervisors would 
respond to their voice with suppression. To simultaneously examine the possibility of 
both of these causal direction, cross lagged panel analysis was used. The results 
indicate that having highly populist attitudes may increase the likelihood of employees 
subsequently experiencing suppression by the supervisor. As such it seems like the 
voices of workers who do not comply with the organisational power hierarchy are 
more vulnerable for suppression than those who do comply to this hierarchy. At the 
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same time, there are also indications that suppression increases populist attitudes, 
but this causal effect, while likely, could not be explicitly confirmed in the current 
study, and thus calls for follow-up research with shorter lags. The same is the case 
with the moderation effect of power distance, which is also likely, but could not be 
confirmed with the current choice of lags.
 Although examining the potential role of employees’ attitudes in suppression is 
important, it is also important to keep in mind that social interactions are complex and 
influenced by a large number of other factors, such as characteristics of the 
supervisor. As mentioned in the theory section, the clash between employees’ 
populist attitudes (expressed through their behaviour) and supervisors’ personality, 
attitudes and leadership style is likely to function as a trigger for suppression. In other 
words, if supervisors who are focused on maintaining authority are approached by 
populist employees, they might be more likely to attempt reestablishing their authority 
through suppression of voice. Thus, these findings in no way suggest that employees 
are fully responsible for experienced suppression by supervisors because of the way 
they bring up the issue. Rather, this chapter puts forth a interactionist approach in 
which suppression of voice takes shape within the social interaction between 
employees and supervisors, the nature of which depends on both employees’ and 
supervisors’ personality, values and attitudes. The small effect found goes to show 
that not all instances of suppression depend on employees’ expression of authority 
related attitudes – rather, they likely depend on a multitude of other factors. 
 The contribution of this research is twofold. Theoretically, although it does not 
explicitly confirm the workplace political socialisation hypothesis, it does imply the 
possibility of a socialisation effect of suppression by the supervisor on employees’ 
populist attitudes. The explicit confirmation of this effect is left for future research, 
perhaps using shorter lags and different definitions of suppression. Conversely, it 
seems employees’ populist attitudes increase their chance of experiencing 
suppression, which implies employees’ behaviour (directed by the said attitudes) 
affects the likelihood of them experiencing suppression. More research is needed 
into the effects of employees’ behaviour on their likelihood of experiencing voice 
suppression, as this study does not provide indisputable evidence on whether it is 
indeed employees’ attitude-reflecting behaviour that affects suppression, nor what 
kind of behaviour (before or during voicing, verbal or non-verbal, etc.). Obtaining 
these findings might be relevant for understanding effective voicing at the workplace, 
a skill that should be widely known, which constitutes the second, practical 
contribution of this study.
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Be careful how you treat your coworkers: 
the reciprocal relationship between 
ethnic outgroup coworkers’ reactions 
to voice and ethnic majority employees’ 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements18
18 A slightly different version of this chapter has been submitted to European Journal of Social Psychology 
(current status: under review). An earlier version of this chapter has been presented at the 2019. annual 
conference of International Society for Political Psychology, in Lisbon.
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This chapter studies the reciprocal relationship between interethnic interactions among 
coworkers and native (Dutch) employees’ attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements. 
Building on contact theory, I hypothesise that voice support by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers leads to more favourable, while voice suppression leads to less favourable 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements. Furthermore, potential reciprocal effects 
are examined. The hypotheses are tested using a three wave panel survey of native 
Dutch respondents. The results support the hypothesised negative effect of voice 
suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers on attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements, implying that workplace interethnic contact can shape political attitudes. 
Furthermore, the less favourable native employees’ attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements are, the more likely they are to subsequently experience suppression 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers. The indication of a bidirectional causal relationship 
between suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers and natives’ attitudes regarding 
immigrant entitlements highlights the twofold importance of being “careful how you 
treat your coworkers.” 
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Introduction
Throughout the end of the 20th and beginning of the 21st century, Western European 
societies underwent rapid changes in ethnic composition due to increased 
globalization and migration. Alongside these developments, the relevance of studying 
ethno-cultural diversity and related social issues has steadily increased. According to 
Hollifield (1997, p. 30), “few issues have had a greater impact on the politics and 
society of contemporary Western Europe than immigration.” Therefore, majority 
groups’ attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements (and related political decisions 
about minority rights) currently represent a crucial political issue for Western European 
democracies (Thomsen, 2012). 
 The ever more diverse Dutch society is no exception in this sense (Schaafsma, 
2008; Brouwer & Boros, 2010). In fact, the Netherlands has always been a country of 
immigration and is known as an example of a multicultural society, with one in five 
inhabitants coming from an immigrant background (Entzinger, 2003; Rath, 2009). 
However, since the early 1990s, the issue of immigration has become more salient 
and the social climate has started to shift from a preference for multiculturalism to a 
penchant for monoculturalism, as reflected in the rise of anti-immigration parties (Van 
Heerden, de Lange, van der Brug and Fennema, 2013). In this context, support for 
social and civic rights for immigrants has increasingly come under pressure. Thus, 
the Netherlands serves as a quintessential social context for studying factors that 
affect ethnic majority group members’ support for ethnic minority rights. In this 
chapter, I approach the study of majority groups’ support for immigrant entitlements 
within the context of workplace interactions. Given that the workplace is by some 
considered a sort of small-scale democracy, where employees develop political skills 
and attitudes that they later apply outside of the workplace (Greenberg et al., 1996), 
ethnically diverse workplaces form an important social context for forming attitudes 
surrounding immigrant entitlements. Therefore, the goal of this paper is to investigate 
the causal relationships between ethnic majority employees’ attitudes about 
immigrant entitlements and their contact with ethnic minority employees at the 
workplace. As such, this paper contributes to the literature on intergroup contact in 
four important ways. 
 The first important contribution lies in studying workplace contact. Intergroup 
contact has been relatively understudied within the workplace context even though it 
provides the benefit of being a “no-choice” context (Pagotto, Voci & Maculan, 2010, 
pp. 318). Namely, while self-selection represents a potential bias in most contact 
research, this is less of an issue in the workplace context, as interethnic contact in the 
workplace is not necessarily voluntary (Kokkonen, Esaiasson & Gilljam, 2014; 2015; 
Savelkoul, Tolsma & Scheepers, 2015). Since the globalized workplace provides the 
opportunity for people to come into contact with ethnic outgroup members first hand 
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and sometimes for the first time, it is plausible that it would have important 
consequences for the formation of attitudes toward ethnic outgroups. Therefore, I 
study workplace social interactions with ethnic minority members, assuming that 
they can serve as formative experiences for shaping natives’ attitudes toward ethnic 
outgroups. 
 The second contribution of this study lies in studying voice support and 
suppression as examples of positive and negative workplace contact. Accounting for 
both positive and negative contact is important because negative contact has been 
relatively understudied, creating a positivity bias in the literature (Graf & Paolini, 2016). 
Moreover, voice suppression and support are particularly relevant examples of 
contact because they represent realistic, naturally occurring social contact, and are 
likely to be emotionally laden. This is because voicing discontent at work often 
involves heightened emotions and perception of conflict, and coworkers’ reactions 
can influence whether such conflict (as well as the initial employees discontent with 
workplace conditions) gets resolved. Therefore, coworkers’ reactions to voice (that 
indicate peer support or suppression) can be particularly impactful forms of contact. 
 Thirdly, this study predicts a substantial outcome: attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements. While there is plenty of evidence that intergroup contact reduces 
prejudice19 (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), less is known about how contact affects more 
substantial outcomes such as political attitudes and voting (Thomsen, 2012). Since 
attitudes toward immigrant entitlements can be affected by a multitude of factors 
other than prejudice, including nationalism and patriotism (Green, Fasel & Staerkle, 
2011), right-wing authoritarianism (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010), cultural capital (Van der 
Waal et al., 2010) and (perceived) ethnic threat (Mewes & Mau, 2013; Stephan & 
Stephan, 2000; Scheepers et al., 2002; Semyonov, Raijman & Yom-Tov, 2002), it is 
important to investigate to what extent the effect of contact “spills over” to attitudes 
on immigrant entitlements. 
 The fourth and final contribution of the present work lies in the use of a three wave 
longitudinal design, thereby reducing the risks of the common drawbacks of 
cross-sectional research designs. This is especially important in the context of 
contact theory research, given that much of the controversy on the supportive 
evidence for this theory points to problems with self-selection bias (cf. Manevska, 
Achterberg & Houtman, 2018). The cross lagged panel model (CLPM) used for 
analysis addresses this problem, as it simultaneously estimates the effect of contact 
on subsequent attitudes and the effect of attitudes on subsequent contact, thereby 
disentangling the self-selection effect from the effect of contact as formative 
socialisation experience. 
19 Prejudice is here “consensually defined as a negative attitude toward members of a social outgroup” 
(Stangor, Sullivan & Ford, 1991, pp. 360).
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 The research question concerns the relationship between native Dutch employees’ 
experiences of workplace voice support and suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers 
on the one hand, and their attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements on the other. 
I predict that native Dutch employees’ experiences of voice suppression by ethnic 
outgroup coworkers results in the Dutch employees’ less favourable attitudes on 
immigrant entitlements, while them experiencing voice support by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers results in more favourable attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements. 
At the same time, it is possible that the more favourable attitudes on immigrant 
entitlements ethnic majority employees have, the more likely they are to receive 
support from their ethnic outgroup coworkers, while the less favourable attitudes on 
immigrant entitlements ethnic majority employees have, the more likely they are to 
receive suppression from their ethnic outgroup coworkers. The CLPM analysis 
supports the hypothesis on the negative effect of ethnic outgroup suppression on 
subsequent attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements, as well as the reversed 
causality hypothesis about the negative effect of existing attitudes regarding 
immigrant entitlements on the likelihood of subsequently experiencing suppression 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers. Conversely, the relationship between attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements  and support by ethnic outgroup coworkers was 
not significant in either causal direction. 
Theory and hypotheses
Effect of workplace contact on ethnic prejudice
The consequences of ethnic diversity for ethnic prejudice can be predicted in two 
opposing directions (van der Meer & Tolsma, 2014; Schmidt, Ramiah & Hewstone; 
2014; Hewstone, 2015): according to contact theory, ethnic diversity should decrease 
ethnic prejudice (Brown & Hewstone, 2005), while conflict theory predicts that ethnic 
diversity would increase ethnic prejudice due to competition over resources 
(Campbell, 1965). Despite the concerns raised by conflict theory, studies have since 
found that exposure to outgroups in ethnically diverse contexts has an overall negative 
effect on prejudice (i.e., improving intergroup attitudes) (Laurence, 2014; Oliver & 
Wong, 2003). With regards to ethnic diversity in the workplace, research findings also 
point in the direction of prejudice reduction. Recent research shows workplace 
diversity to be connected to greater interethnic social trust (Kokkonen et al., 2014) 
and a greater number of interethnic friendships (Kokkonen et al; 2015). Furthermore, 
the results of 73 studies on workplace contact included in the meta-analysis by 
Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) indicate an inverse relationship between the frequency of 
workplace intergroup contact and prejudice (r = -.22). However, even though diversity 
and contact frequency seem to have an overall diminishing effect on ethnic prejudice, 
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these relationships are not always straight forward. Some findings suggest that 
increasing diversity (and thereby potentially increasing contact frequency) could in 
fact increase prejudice depending on contact characteristics other than frequency 
(Pettigrew, Wagner & Christ, 2010; Vezzali & Capozza, 2011). 
 In particular, contact quality has been recognized as an important characteristic 
of contact that determines the effect of contact frequency (Tropp, Mazziotta & Wright, 
2017). The affective quality of contact is more important than its quantity (frequency) 
in determining contact outcomes (Miller, Smith & Mackie, 2004; Pettigrew & Tropp, 
2008; Bornman, 2016; Brouwer & Boros, 2010). Contact quality or valence describes 
to what extent is contact subjectively experienced as positive or negative (Lolliot et al, 
2015). Research comparing effects of positive and negative contact suggests that 
negative contact might increase prejudice to a greater extent than positive contact 
decreases prejudice (Barlow et al., 2012; Paolini et al., 2014). Positive intergroup 
contact merely seems to be more common than its negative form, which explains the 
finding that contact (of unspecified valence) is generally linked to less prejudice (Graf, 
Paolini & Rubin, 2014). 
 This distinction in contact quality may be important for workplace interethnic 
contact as well. On the one hand, the workplace provides opportunities for positive 
intergroup contact. This is the case because the workplace often requires cooperation 
and working toward a common goal. Furthermore, workplaces, or teams within 
workplaces, tend to emphasize the importance of a shared group identity and tend 
to rely on structures of interdependence (cf. De Souza Briggs, 2007; Goldschmidt, 
Hällsten and Rydrgen, 2017). From this perspective, the workplace can be seen as 
providing some of the key conditions described by Allport (1979[1954]) and hence as 
conducive to the formation of positive interethnic contact (Kokkonen et al., 2015). On 
the other hand, workplaces are also often competitive as well as hierarchical social 
spaces, which may create the conditions for negative contact, as interactions 
characterized by competition and unequal status are more likely to be experienced 
as unpleasant. Indeed, from a group conflict perspective, competition over scarce 
goods is identified as a central element of interethnic conflict (e.g., Olzak, 1992). 
Furthermore, Allport (1979[1954]) and others have identified status differences as a 
barrier to positive intergroup contact. As such, it is also plausible that the workplace 
is conductive to negative interethnic contact.  
Voice support and suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers as 
positive and negative contact
While several large-scale empirical studies on workplace contact exist (Kokkonen et 
al., 2014, 2015; Sønderskov & Thomsen, 2015; Escandell and Ceobanu, 2009; 
Eisnecker, 2019; Thomsen, 2012; Klein et al., 2019; Laurence, Schmid and Hewstone, 
2018; Freitag and Kijewski, 2017), to the author’s knowledge, only Laurence, Schmid 
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and Hewstone (2018) studied positive and negative workplace intergroup contact. 
They find positive interethnic workplace contact to be associated with positive 
attitudes toward ethnic outgroups, while negative interethnic workplace contact is 
associated with negative attitudes toward ethnic outgroups. Due to the cross-sec-
tional nature of the Laurence et al. (2018) study, reversed causality cannot be ruled 
out – perhaps having positive attitudes toward outgroups causes more frequent 
positive contact experiences, and negative attitudes cause more frequent negative 
contact experiences. Therefore, the present study examines the potential bidirectional 
causal effects between positive and negative interethnic contact in the workplace 
context and attitudes on immigrant entitlements, by testing two sets of opposing (but 
complementary) causal hypotheses. To study these effects, I focus on the suppression 
and support of workplace voice by ethnic minority coworkers as examples of negative 
and positive intergroup contact, respectively.  
 According to Stanojevic et al. (2020a, pp. 366), workplace voice is defined as 
“any activity of individual employees, groups of employees or their representatives, 
aimed at improving either personal work conditions or the work conditions of an 
entire group.” Due to the hierarchical and potentially confrontational nature of voicing 
discontent to a supervisor, coworkers’ reactions to voice are important social cues 
that signal solidarity or a lack thereof. As such, coworkers’ reactions are of twofold 
importance: first, because coworkers’ reactions affect employees’ subjective experiences 
of workplace voice and, perhaps even more broadly, perceptions of organisational 
climate; and second, because coworkers’ reactions can affect the outcome of the 
voiced issue by influencing the probability of it being solved.
 Coworkers can react to workplace voice in two distinct ways – by supporting 
employees who have voiced discontent (to emotionally support them or help them 
attain their goal) or by suppressing them (to discourage them from “causing trouble” 
in the company or obstruct the desired outcome of the employee voicing the issue)20. 
In the hierarchical context of voicing workplace discontent to the supervisor, reactions 
of coworkers’ as peers (sharing a similar hierarchical position and therefore likely 
similar experiences) are especially meaningful for the individual who voices. When 
these reactions to voice come from peers belonging to a different ethnic outgroup, 
they may be even more meaningful. According to Pettigrew (2008), being helped by 
a ‘foreigner’ can be regarded as positive interethnic contact, and being pestered by 
a ‘foreigner’ can be viewed as negative interethnic contact. Thus, receiving voice 
support (help) from ethnic outgroup coworkers is likely to be experienced as positive 
interethnic contact, while receiving suppression (pestering) from ethnic outgroup 
coworkers is likely to be experienced as negative interethnic contact.
20 Apart from direct support and suppression, coworkers can choose to ignore the voiced issue. In the current 
research, ignoring was shown to correspond with suppression according to emotional impact, and is thus 
regarded as voice suppression in this study.
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Effect of support and suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers on 
native employees’ attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements
To understand how support and suppression of workplace voice by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers might affect attitudes on immigrant entitlements, the process of social 
categorisation must be considered. Although the mechanisms of social categorisation 
are not tested in the current study, they are considered as the underlying theoretical 
mechanism bridging the effect of ethnic outgroup support and suppression on 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements. Humans are evolutionarily equipped with 
the ability to automatically (without conscious effort or control) sort people into 
meaningful categories (Brewer, 1996). As a consequence of such categorisation of 
self and others into groups, people spontaneously distinguish between the group 
containing oneself - the in-group, and other groups - the out-groups (Tajfel & Turner, 
1979). The capacity for social categorisation is adaptive and functional, as it facilitates 
managing unpredictable social situations (Liberman, Woodward & Kinzler, 2017). 
Although crucial, this ability comes with some perceptual biases. Because people 
naturally strive to maintain a positive self-image, a positive in-group bias occurs 
(Turner, Brown & Tajfel, 1979). This positive in-group bias is not necessarily paired 
with negative out-group bias and prejudice, but does provide a fertile ground for it 
(Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman & Rust, 1993). As positive in-group biases 
guide perception, beliefs and behaviours, they solidify negative affect toward 
outgroups. This way, social categorisation can form and maintain prejudice, including 
ethnic prejudice in the workplace (James, Lovato & Cropanzano, 1994). It might 
therefore come as no surprise that ethnic minorities often suffer from ethnic prejudice 
at work (Emmerson & Murphy, 2014; Van Laer & Janssens, 2011; Nunez-Smith et al., 
2009). 
 However, social categorisation is dynamic - people are able to reorganise their 
own existing social categories, change the criterion by which they categorise, or 
abandon certain social categories all together (Dovidio, Gaertner & Saguy, 2009). 
One such dynamic cognitive mechanism of social categorisation often mentioned as 
underlying the effect of intergroup contact on intergroup attitudes is recategorisation. 
Recategorisation refers to redrawing social category boundaries in such a way that 
former out-group members are included in a new, superordinate in-group (Brown & 
Hewstone, 2005). According to the common in-group identity model, recategorisation 
mediates the effect between contact and its emotional, cognitive and behavioural 
consequences (Gaertner et al., 1993; Gaertner, Dovidio & Bachman, 1996). Several 
affective reactions are likely to occur following recategorisation (Dovidio, Gaertner, 
Hodson, Houlette & Johnson, 2004). Studying such affective responses, most 
prominently intergroup empathy and anxiety, is becoming central in contact research 
(Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Intergroup empathy refers to the ability to feel the emotion 
experienced by an out-group member (Vanman, 2016). Intergroup anxiety is an 
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uncomfortable emotion that stems from the expectation of negative consequences of 
intergroup contact (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Apart from cross-sectional research 
that identifies the affective responses of intergroup empathy and anxiety as mediators 
between contact and intergroup attitudes (Pettigrew, 1997; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008), 
this causal chain is also supported by longitudinal research findings (Vezzali, 
Giovannini & Capozza, 2010). 
 A study by Capozza, Vezalli, Trifiletti, Falvo & Favara (2010) conducted in an 
Italian workplace further elaborates on steps of the causal chain between intergroup 
contact and prejudice. This study reports that contact induced a common in-group 
identity (recategorisation), which increased intergroup empathy and decreased 
intergroup anxiety toward known out-group members. Finally, the increased empathy 
and decreased anxiety toward known outgroup members in the workplace 
generalised to increased empathy and decreased anxiety toward unknown members 
of the same outgroup. Moreover, other studies found that contact also reduces 
prejudice toward out-groups not represented through contact, i.e. out-groups one 
did not have an experience of contact with (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Pettigrew, 2009; 
Lolliot et al., 2013). I rely on these findings to predict the effect of ethnic outgroup 
coworkers’ support and suppression on attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements.
 Following the common in-group identity model developed by Dovidio, Gaertner 
& Kafati (2000), I assume that the described instances of workplace voice support 
and suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers affect the process of social 
categorisation by providing new associations with ethnic outgroup members. In 
cases of support from ethnic outgroup coworkers, recategorisation is likely to occur, 
as support signals cooperation and solidarity, and increases the likelihood of attaining 
a common group goal. Therefore, it is plausible that supported native employees 
would shift their social cognitive scheme from “us (the Dutch) and them (the 
‘foreigners’)” to “we (the workers).” This is followed by increased intergroup empathy 
and decreased intergroup anxiety towards those ethnic out-group members in the 
workplace, which generalises to increased empathy and decreased anxiety toward 
members of ethnic outgroups outside of the workplace. Therefore, native employees 
experiencing voice support from ethnic outgroup coworkers are better able to 
understand the perspectives of ethnic outgroups and to expect fewer negative 
consequences of future contact with them, causing them to adopt more favourable 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements. 
 Conversely, suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers signals differing goals 
and may hinder goal attainment for employees voicing an issue. As these are negative 
consequences for the native Dutch employee who has voiced, it is adaptive to take 
note of the differing group membership of coworkers who suppress their voice to 
adapt to future interactions with members of the outgroup one has had negative 
experiences with. Therefore, such voice suppression could in this case make the 
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differing ethnic group membership even more salient. This reduces intergroup 
empathy and induces anxiety toward ethnic outgroup members performing 
suppression, which generalises to reduced empathy and increased anxiety toward 
ethnic outgroup members in general, finally creating less favourable attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements. From these theoretical assumptions, the following 
hypotheses are tested:
H1a: Experiencing support by ethnic outgroup coworkers increases native Dutch 
employees’ subsequent support for immigrant entitlements.
H1b: Experiencing suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers decreases native 
Dutch employees’ subsequent support for immigrant entitlements.
Effect of native employees’ attitudes on immigrant entitlements on 
their likelihood of experiencing coworker support and suppression 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers
Of course, causal effect of opposite direction is also plausible and should not be 
neglected, especially since self-selection of respondents into situations of contact is 
a well-known caveat of contact research (Smith, 1994; Wilson, 1996). The workplace 
context leaves less room for selection into contact situations than, for example, the 
context of the neighborhood or voluntary organisations. This is because the choice 
of workplace is limited, and the information about who one might have contact with 
at a potential workplace is often unavailable when looking for a job. However, it is still 
possible that self-selection happens, albeit on a more subtle level than explicitly 
choosing a workplace with more or less opportunities for contact. This type of 
self-selection may relate to the quality of contact, rather than its quantity (which is, in 
the context of the workplace, less affected by personal factors as it is not completely 
voluntary). Namely, it is possible that (unconscious) self-selection affects workplace 
interactions, whereby native employees’ existing attitudes towards ethnic outgroups 
make them more or less likely to experience certain kinds of interactions (positive or 
negative contact) with ethnic outgroup coworkers. I assume this happens because 
native employees’ behaviours vis-à-vis ethnic outgroup coworkers are likely to reflect 
their attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements and attitudes regarding ethnic 
outgroups in general.
 Although attitudes and behaviour are not necessarily perfectly concordant, 
attitudes are assumed to affect behaviour (Homer & Kahle, 1988; Ajzen & Fishbein, 
1977; Ajzen, 1989). Furthermore, attitudes and their constituent beliefs are interrelated 
(Dalege et al., 2016; Monroe & Read, 2008; van Overwalle & Siebler, 2005). Therefore, 
it is plausible that attitudes on immigrant entitlements, together with related attitudes 
(i.e. beliefs about immigrants themselves or attitudes about ethnic outgroups in 
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general) affect employees’ behaviour at the workplace. Specifically, these attitudes 
may govern the way that native Dutch employees interact with ethnic outgroup members 
at the workplace in everyday social interactions. In this case, native Dutch employees 
with favourable attitudes on immigrant entitlements may exhibit behavioural 
expressions of those attitudes in their interactions with ethnic outgroup coworkers by, 
for example, being more friendly or expressing interest and empathy for their lives 
outside of the workplace. On the other hand, Dutch employees with less favourable 
attitudes on immigrant entitlements may behave more reserved and less friendly in 
relation to ethnic outgroup coworkers. These, albeit perhaps subtle, behavioural 
variations may be perceived by ethnic outgroup coworkers and, consciously or 
subconsciously, become a guideline for how they in turn interact with the native 
employees in the future. Therefore, when a native Dutch employee experiences a 
workplace issue and attempts to voice discontent, ethnic outgroup coworkers may 
rely, among other things, on past experiences with them to decide whether to support 
or suppress their voice. Thus, I hypothesise:
H2a: The more favourable attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements native 
employees hold, the greater their likelihood of subsequently experiencing support 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers.
H2b: The less favourable attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements native 
employees hold, the greater their likelihood of subsequently experiencing 
suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers.
Methodology
Data 
The data used for this study were gathered using the Work and Politics panel survey 
(Akkerman et al., 2017, 2018, 2020), consisting of three waves of data collection one 
year apart. Of the 7,599 respondents participating in the first round of data collection, 
6,008 took the survey in the second, and 4,855 took the survey in the third wave of 
data collection. Just like in the previous chapter, this resulted in panel attrition rate of 
21% in the second, and 36% in the third wave. Additional constraints were placed 
when selecting the sample analysed due to choices necessary for valid support and 
suppression measures, as explained in the following section.
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To assess attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements, respondents were asked whether 
they agree or disagree with the following statements:
People from the following groups should be able to…
1. Come and live in the Netherlands
2. Vote in local elections
3. Vote in national elections
4. Become a candidate in an election
5. Be eligible for the same labour rights as native Dutch citizens
6. Be eligible for the same social welfare benefits as native Dutch citizens
The respondents were asked to express their (dis)agreement with the above 
statements for three ethnic out-groups: Eastern European, Turkish/Moroccan and 
other non-Western. Attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements for these three 
out-groups make up three manifest variables. They are operationalized as a sum 
score of binary responses on the six items presented above. The total score for each 
manifest variable thus ranges from zero to six with higher scores reflecting more 
support for immigrant entitlements (i.e., more favourable attitudes regarding 
immigrant entitlements). I assume these three manifest variables covering attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements of (all three possible) groups of non-Western 
immigrants make up a latent construct - immigrant entitlements of non-Western 
immigrants - which is to be empirically tested in the results section.
Figure 5.1 The hypothesised cross-lagged structural model describing the effect of support 
and suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers on immigrant entitlements
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 To assess support and suppression by ethnic out-group coworkers, respondents 
were first asked if they experienced a workplace issue and voiced it. If they answered 
these questions affirmatively, they were then asked whether they agree or disagree 
with the following statements: 
Support 
1. (Some of) my coworkers voiced the issue with me or supported me;
2. (Some of) my coworkers encouraged, advised or listened to me;
3. (Some of) my colleagues supported me in a different way, namely … 
Suppression 
1. (Some of) my colleagues harassed, threatened or intimidated me
2. (Some of) my colleagues criticized me
3. (Some of) my colleagues made it difficult for me to work
4. (Some of) my colleagues acted as if nothing was wrong
5. (Some of) my colleagues responded negatively in a different way, namely ...
At the first data collection point (T1), respondents were asked to recall whether they 
had experienced the above listed suppression/support instances over the past three 
years, while at the second and third data collection point (T2, T3), they were asked to 
recall whether they had experienced such instances of suppression/support since 
filling out the previous questionnaire (in the previous 12-18 months).
 In contact research, presenting respondents with such concrete examples of 
positive or negative incidents that occur in their interactions with ethnic outgroup 
members is referred to as the specific incidents approach to assessing contact 
valence (Laurence & Bentley, 2017; Laurence et al., 2018). This approach has several 
advantages over the more common overall-valence approach, where respondents 
are asked to retrospectively assess the valence of contact. First, the specific incidents 
approach allows for the fact that a person may experience both positive and negative 
contact. Second, respondents are not forced to assign either positive or negative 
valence to contact experiences they might have experienced as neutral. Finally, the 
specific incidents approach is preferred with regard to social desirability issues, as 
respondents might be inclined to report interethnic contact experiences more 
positively if asked to assess overall valence. Thus, in the present study respondents 
were presented with specific incidents of ethnic outgroup coworkers’ support and 
suppression that represent positive and negative interethnic contact, respectively. 
Additionally, respondents were given the chance to describe their own experiences 
of support or suppression when not covered by the items (as shown above), which 
were later coded as positive or negative by the researchers.
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The presented support and suppression statements referred to coworkers of four 
ethnic groups, namely Dutch, Eastern European, Turkish/Moroccan and other 
non-Dutch. The statements were presented separately for these four groups. Of 
these groups, the Eastern European and Turkish Moroccan groups can be regarded 
as ethnic outgroups to native Dutch people21. Ethnic outgroup support and 
suppression were operationalized as binary variables indicating whether or not the 
respondent experienced any type of support or suppression from coworkers of either 
of these ethnic outgroups.22 Thus, respondents experiencing any form of support 
from Eastern European and/or Turkish/Moroccan coworkers would have a score of 
one for ethnic outgroup support and a score of zero when they have not experienced 
any type of support from either outgroup. Similarly, respondents who have 
experienced any form of suppression from Eastern European and/or Turkish 
Moroccan coworkers would have a score of one on ethnic outgroup suppression and 
a score of zero if they have not experienced any form of suppression from either 
outgroup. 
 In order to compute a valid measure of suppression/support, additional 
constraints were put in place. Specifically, respondents who did not have an issue 
and did not voice are coded as missing (rather than zero) on suppression and support 
measures. This is important because the tendency to experience issues at the 
workplace and voice them might also be correlated with immigrant entitlements (for 
example, people with a less agreeable personality might be more prone to perceive 
issues, voice them, and also have less favourable attitudes on immigrant entitlements). 
Therefore, including those respondents coded as zero in the support and suppression 
measures would produce conflated effects, which would be impossible to distinguish 
from the effects of support and suppression. 
 Additionally, only native Dutch respondents who work (or have worked over the 
previous three years) in interethnic environments where they may experience 
interethnic contact with Eastern European or Turkish/Moroccan coworkers had a 
valid score on the support and suppression variables. This was an important selection 
to make because mere exposure to people of different ethnic backgrounds can affect 
prejudice (Laurence et al., 2018) even without having experienced support or 
suppression. This way, it is ensured that the measures capture only suppression and 
21 The “other non-Dutch” category might refer to other Western European nationals such as Germans or 
Belgians, who make up a great deal of the immigrant work force in the Netherlands. The degree to which 
these are perceived as ethnic outgroups is questionable. Therefore, the “other non-Dutch” category is 
omitted from the analysis.  
22 The reason for computing binary variables for support and suppression was to maximize the sample size. 
As further explained in the text, support and suppression variables must be restricted according to whether 
native respondents had the chance to experience them due to working in an intercultural environment. 
Computing latent variables for support and suppression that take into account the origin by ethnic group 
would mean further restricting the sample analysed to respondents who work with both Turkish/Moroccan 
and Eastern European coworkers, which seems like an unnecessarily strict selection.
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support, rather than the propensity to have an issue and voice it, or exposure to 
ethnic outgroups at the workplace. This selection resulted in a restricted sample to be 
analysed, but was necessary for using valid measures in this longitudinal design. 
Data analysis
Cross lagged panel model analysis using lavaan package in R was used to test the 
hypotheses (Rosseel, 2012). Diagonally weighted least squares (DWLS) robust 
method was used for path estimation. The DWLS method does not assume 
multivariate normality and is thus the appropriate estimation method here since the 
independent variables are binary, thereby disenabling multivariate normality. First, a 
three wave CLPM (N=685) is estimated. However, due to the combination of panel 
attrition and list-wise deletion, this model is tested on a rather particular  sample, 
namely employees who experienced a workplace issue and voiced it in three 
successive waves of data collection. Therefore, two two-wave models are additionally 
tested, which enables testing on more inclusive samples: a first-to-second wave 
model (N=1,294) and second-to-third wave model (N=1,008). 
Results
The results section is organised as follows. First, descriptive statistics are presented 
(Table 5.1), followed by correlations (Table 5.2) between manifest variables used in 
the models. Second, a confirmatory factor analysis is performed to test whether the 
three manifest variables (immigrant entitlements of Eastern European, Turkish/
Moroccan and other non-Western immigrants) indicate a latent dependent variable 
(immigrant entitlements of non-Western immigrants). Finally, a three-wave CLPM is 
tested (Figure 5.3), supplemented with the analyses of two two-wave models (Figures 
5.4 and 5.5).
 The descriptive indicators presented in Table 5.1 reveal that support from ethnic 
outgroup coworkers is more common than suppression from ethnic outgroup 
coworkers, which is in line with Graf, Paolini and Rubin’s (2014) findings that positive 
intergroup contact occurs more often than its negative form. Furthermore, the 
correlation matrix presented in Table 5.2 shows indications of negative correlations 
between suppression and immigrant entitlements, and positive correlations between 
support and immigrant entitlements, which provides further indication to test the 
hypotheses.
 Prior to fitting a structural model, it is necessary to test the fit of the measurement 
model using confirmatory factor analysis. As shown in Table 5.2, correlations between 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements of different out-groups at the same time 
point are high (r<.85), thereby providing grounds for testing whether they form a 
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latent construct. For the measurement model, which consists of the immigrant 
entitlements latent variable measured at three time points, the MLR estimator 
(maximum likelihood estimator with robust standard errors and scaled test statistics) 
was used. Using a robust maximum likelihood estimator in this case is recommended 
since the manifest variables are continuous, but not necessarily normally distributed. 
The factor loadings of the measurement model are presented in Figure 5.1, and the fit 
indices are provided in Table 5.3.
 The measurement model is calculated on the restricted sample of valid cases in 
all three waves so all three latent variables could be fitted in the same measurement 
model. As shown in Table 5.3, fit indices indicate a good fit: χ2 is insignificant, SRMR 
and RMSEA are lower than .08, and CFI and TLI are above .95 (fit index threshold 
guidelines according to Kline, 1998). Therefore, the hypothesised models can be 
tested using latent variables as confirmed by the measurement model. 
 Figure 5.3 shows the three-wave CLPM effect estimates. The three paths marked 
black signify autocorrelation – these are usually significant positive correlations, 
serving as control to partial out the variance that did not change between waves. 
However, these autocorrelation paths are not key for interpretation of results, and thus 
for simplicity their estimates are not shown in the path diagrams. Normally, the key 
Table 5.1 Descriptive statistics, N = 685
N Min Max Mean/
proportion
SD
Suppression by outgroup T1 685 .00 1.00 4.09% --
Support by outgroup T1 685 .00 1.00 27.88% --
Suppression by outgroup T2 685 .00 1.00 3.65% --
Support by outgroup T2 685 .00 1.00 21.46% --
Suppression by outgroup T3 685 .00 1.00 5.40% --
Support by outgroup T3 685 .00 1.00 27.45% --
Entitlements Eastern European T1 685 .00 6.00 3.37 2.46
Entitlements Turkish/Moroccan T1 685 .00 6.00 3.39 2.45
Entitlements other non-Western T1 685 .00 6.00 3.37 2.45
Entitlements Eastern European T2 685 .00 6.00 3.49 2.50
Entitlements Turkish/Moroccan T2 685 .00 6.00 3.49 2.52
Entitlements other non-Western T2 685 .00 6.00 3.45 2.53
Entitlements Eastern European T3 685 .00 6.00 3.86 2.37
Entitlements Turkish/Moroccan T3 685 .00 6.00 3.93 2.37
Entitlements other non-Western T3 685 .00 6.00 3.55 2.50
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic
Processed on: 10-8-2021 PDF page: 135
135
5































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Processed on: 10-8-2021 PDF page: 137
137
5
Be careful how you treat your coworkers
paths for testing causal hypotheses in cross-lagged panel models are lagged effects 
(effects over time). These paths are marked blue (for H1a and H1b) and red (for H2a 
and H2b). Additionally, within the current study design, the cross-sectional correlations 
within second and third wave (marked gray) are informative, although they cannot 
provide decisive information regarding causality. This is because the cross-sectional 
effects in T2 and T3 may capture early onset effects, while the cross-lagged effects 
may capture delayed effects (for detailed explanation see previous chapter, pp. 
112-113; pp. 120-121).
Figure 5.2  Path diagram of the measurement model
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001
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Fit indices shown in Table 5.4 indicate good fit (apart from the significant χ2 for the 
three-wave model, which is likely due to a combination of relatively large sample and 
number of variables), meaning the path coefficients can be interpreted. As shown in 
Figure 5.3, the analysis supports some of the expected relations. The hypothesised 
negative effect of suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers on subsequently 
measured immigrant entitlements is supported between the first and second wave 
Figure 5.3  Path diagram illustrating the effect of support and suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers on immigrant entitlements over time, three-wave CLPM, N = 685
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001; estimates of paths that do not test hypotheses are not shown; significant 
paths marked as full, and insignificant paths marked as dashed line
Figure 5.4 Path diagram illustrating the effect of support and suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers on immigrant entitlements over time, first-to-second wave CLPM, N = 1,294
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001; insignificant paths are dashed 
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(β = -.07), but not between the second and third wave. The support for H1b appears 
significant only between T1 and T2, regardless of whether a three- or two-wave model 
is tested. This pattern thus provides partial support for the H1b.
 When it comes to H2b, the three-wave model appears to also provide partial 
support, as the effect of favourable attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements 
Table 5.4   Fit indices of the cross lagged panel models estimating causal 
relationships between suppression and support by ethnic outgroup 











χ2 116.821 (p<.001) 2.509 (p>.05) 5.581 (p>.05)
Df 60 21 21
RMSEA .037 .000 .000
RMSEA 90% conf. int. .027 - .047 .000 - .000 .000 - .000
SRMR .036 .006 .009
CFI .996 1.00 1.00
TLI .994 1.00 1.00
Figure 5.5 Path diagram illustrating the effect of support and suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers on immigrant entitlements over time, second-to-third wave CLPM, N = 1008
* - p<.05; **-p<0.01; ***- p<.001; insignificant paths are dashed 
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reduces the likelihood of subsequently experiencing suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers only between T2 and T3 (β = -.11, Figure 5.3). However, when two two-wave 
models are tested separately, this effect is replicated both between T1 and T2 
(β = -.04, Figure 5.4), as well as T2 and T3 (β = -.07, Figure 5.5), providing therefore 
consistent support for H2b.
 Conversely, when it comes to the relationship between experiencing support by 
ethnic outgroup and attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements, neither causal 
direction is supported by neither the three-wave, nor second-to-third wave model. 
This pattern of results refutes both H1a and H2a.
 The cross-sectional correlations between support/suppression and attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements within the second and third wave are insignificant 
across models, suggesting that all of the covariation between variables had been 
accounted for through cross-lagged effects. This pattern of results indicates that 
there is no effect of retrospectively assessed suppression on the attitudes assessed 
in the same time point, but rather in the next time point. This implies that the effect of 
suppression on immigrant entitlements is not one of early onset, but rather delayed. 
 Thus, the analysis supports both the negative effect of suppression by ethnic 
outgroup coworkers on subsequent immigrant entitlements (although partially – only 
between first and second wave), and the negative effect of immigrant entitlements on 
subsequently experiencing suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers (effect 
replicated in first-to-second, and second-to-third wave model). Conversely, no 
evidence was found for the relationship between support by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers and attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements.
Discussion
The findings (partially) support the hypothesis about the negative effect of suppression 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers on immigrant entitlements (H1b), but not the hypothesis 
about the positive effect of support from ethnic outgroup coworkers on immigrant 
entitlements (H1a). Similarly, when it comes to the opposite causal effect, the results 
support the hypothesis about the negative effect of attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements on the likelihood of experiencing suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers (H2b), but not the hypothesis about the positive effect of attitudes 
regarding  immigrant entitlements on the likelihood of experiencing support by ethnic 
outgroup coworkers (H2a). The discussion is organised as follows: firstly, potential 
explanations for significant effects regarding suppression are discussed, as opposed 
to insignificant effects regarding support; secondly, the magnitude of the effects is 
discussed; and lastly, the theoretical and practical contributions of this study are 
considered.
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 A stronger effect of negative experiences than positive ones on human perception, 
also known as negativity bias, is typical across different types of experiences 
(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer & Vohs, 2001). This is reflected in, for example, 
loss aversion, a psychological phenomenon that describes peoples’ tendencies to 
prioritize minimizing losses rather than maximizing gains (Kahneman & Tversky, 
1979). This tendency is attributable to the fact that negative experiences carry more 
importance in terms of consequences for natural selection (more directly related to 
survival) than positive ones (Haselton & Nettle, 2006; Krueger & Funder, 2004). 
Similarly, throughout human evolutionary history, negative intergroup contact might 
have had far more detrimental consequences for the individual involved than positive 
contact had beneficial consequences. These insights can help explain the stronger 
effect of negative compared to positive intergroup contact on prejudice, as found in 
the previously mentioned study by Barlow et al. (2012). Barlow et al. (2012) find that 
negative contact increases prejudice more than positive contact decreases prejudice, 
although positive contact happens more frequently than negative contact. Similarly, 
the results of the present study indicate that support from outgroup coworkers has no 
significant effect on immigrant entitlements, while suppression has a significant 
negative effect on immigrant entitlements. 
 Not only that, but it seems as though the opposite causal effect reflects negativity 
bias as well. While there is no effect of natives’ attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements on their likelihood of experiencing support by ethnic outgroup coworkers, 
there is an effect of such attitudes on natives’ likelihood of experiencing suppression 
by ethnic outgroup coworkers. In other words, the less favourable attitudes regarding 
immigrant entitlements native employees hold, the more likely they are to subsequently 
experience suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers. This pattern of findings 
suggests the possibility of negativity bias in perception of contact on the ethnic 
outgroup coworkers’ end as well.  This comes as no surprise, as certain examples of 
negative contact may be far more consequential than examples of positive contact 
(for instance, harassment or discrimination affect ones’ working conditions more than 
a friendly chat). Thus, just as the perceptive primacy of negative stimuli is the plausible 
theoretical explanation for suppression, but not support, affecting subsequent 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements, it might also explain why natives’ attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements affect the likelihood of subsequently experiencing 
suppression, but not support. 
 The found effect of attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements on the likelihood 
of experiencing suppression suggests that native employees’ pre-existing attitudes 
towards ethnic outgroups, captured through their attitudes towards immigrant 
entitlements, affect the interactions native employees’ have with ethnic outgroup 
members. As proposed pertaining to H2a/H2b, it is likely that these attitudes towards 
ethnic outgroups are in some way expressed in the behaviours of native Dutch 
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employees. Such behavioural expression may, in turn, affect the ways in which ethnic 
outgroup coworkers respond to native Dutch coworkers, including the likelihood of 
suppressing their voice. 
 Next, I turn to comparing the effect of suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers 
on attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements (H1b) and the effect of attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements on the likelihood of experiencing suppression by 
ethnic outgroup coworkers (H2b). Specifically, H1b is only supported between first 
and second wave, while H2b is supported both between the first and second, as well 
as between the second and third wave. Considering factors that might have affected 
the magnitude of the estimated effects could provide insight into the differential 
support for H1b and H2b. One such factor that might have affected magnitude of the 
effects is the way suppression was measured, which is as an incidence. Arguably, a 
single experience can have limited effect on subsequent attitudes, leading up to 
partial support for H1b; while attitudes may have a greater effect on social interactions, 
due to their quality of continuity and possible multiple instances of attitude expression. 
This would explain why the effect of attitudes on experiencing suppression is more 
robust than the effect of having experienced suppression on attitudes. Overall, 
although the effects found are of relatively small magnitude, they are relevant 
considering the implied reinforcing effect over time. Moreover, the experience of 
voice suppression captured in this research may be just one of the representations of 
negative interethnic contact at the workplace, thereby making the present findings 
potentially a fragment of a larger reciprocal process. 
 Further consideration of the effect magnitudes brings about their comparison. 
Although comparison of CLPM effects is sometimes used to determine causal 
predominance (i.e. the stronger effect would be considered as the first one in the 
causal chain), this approach is widely criticized and CLPMs are considered better 
suited for exploratory purposes than such definite causal conclusions23 (Allen, 2017). 
In this case, comparing the effects’ magnitude would not be feasible even if we 
wanted to, since the magnitude estimated in the first-to-second wave is equal 
between the opposite direction effects, and in the three-wave model the opposite 
direction effects curiously appear only between different observed waves. 
 Finally, I examine the theoretical and practical relevance of the findings. First, the 
findings contribute to the workplace contact literature by reaffirming the potential for 
workplace contact to affect intergroup attitudes. However, contrary to the general 
finding that intergroup contact in the workplace has a beneficial effect on intergroup 
23 Moreover, it has recently been suggested that CLPM models sometimes result in misleading causal 
conclusions, and alternative models (RI-CLPM) have been suggested instead (Hamaker et al., 2015). 
Therefore, the hypotheses were also tested using RI-CLPM. The results suggested that more favourable 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements cause greater likelihood of experiencing suppression by ethnic 
outgroup coworkers. This conclusions is contradictory to the theoretical considerations. Such counterintuitive 
findings may perhaps be a consequence of specific characteristics of variables in the present research. 
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attitudes by reducing prejudice, this study only finds a significant effect of contact in 
terms of impairing intergroup attitudes. This highlights the importance of the affective 
quality of contact experiences at work. To the author’s knowledge, this study is the 
first to use a longitudinal design to empirically support the causal claim that negative 
experiences of workplace contact shape employees’ political attitudes regarding 
outgroups. Moreover, the results also lend support for reversed causality (i.e., the 
effect of attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements on the likelihood of receiving 
suppression from ethnic outgroup coworkers), pointing to a likely interplay of 
bidirectional causality. Finding support both causal directions is an important 
implication for future research on interethnic contact, as it emphasizes the importance 
of studying these effects longitudinally as a way to distinguish between them.
 Second, the finding considering the effect of suppression by outgroup coworkers 
on immigrant entitlements, as well as the significant reversed effect, can have 
important practical implications. These findings indicate that interethnic contact at 
work affects political attitudes – specifically, that the way ethnic outgroup coworkers 
react to workplace voice plays a role in shaping native employees’ attitudes towards 
immigrant entitlements. Simultaneously, these attitudes held by native employees are 
also perceived by ethnic outgroup coworkers, guiding workplace interactions between 
differing ethnic groups. This insight can be useful for intercultural organisations, 
where attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements may be considered as a relevant 
factor in the recruiting process (since such attitudes affect the likelihood of voice 
suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers and, consequently, perhaps interpersonal/
intergroup tension). Furthermore, the insights of this study can be used when 
designing diversity trainings or in team building trainings that aim to incite solidarity 
among employees of different backgrounds. Different backgrounds in this sense 
may not be limited to ethnicity, as a similar logic may apply across other divisions 
between in- and out-groups such as age or gender. Future research should also 
examine how ethnic majority suppression and support for ethnic minorities at work 
affect minority members’ political attitudes. A recent study concluded that positive 
contact with majority members increases minority members’ support for ingroup 
rights, i.e., majority support has sort of a mobilizing effect on minority members 
(Kauff, Green, Schimd, Hewstone & Christ, 2016). Therefore, we could expect ethnic 
majority coworkers’ support to mobilize minority members.
Conclusion
The results of this study indicate that experiencing suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers leads to native employees holding less favourable attitudes on immigrant 
entitlements. At the same time, the less favourable attitudes native employees have 
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regarding immigrant entitlements, the greater their likelihood of experiencing outgroup 
suppression. Conversely, when it comes to support by ethnic outgroup coworkers, 
no relationship with natives’ attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements is found in 
either direction. These findings are of both theoretical and practical relevance. From 
a theoretical perspective, this study is the first to examine the consequences of voice 
support and suppression by coworkers. The results show that negative contact with 
ethnic outgroup coworkers in the form of voice suppression may cause less favourable 
attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements, which is a substantial outcome of societal 
importance. Moreover, the use of the longitudinal design allowed estimating the 
reversed causality effects of native employees’ attitudes regarding immigrant 
entitlements on the likelihood of receiving voice suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers. This finding emphasize the twofold importance of being “careful with how 
you treat your coworkers,” as there is a causality interplay between both native 
majority group members and ethnic outgroup members. Practically, awareness 
about the twofold causal interrelatedness between native employees’ attitudes 
toward immigrants and the support and suppression they are likely to receive from 
ethnic outgroup coworkers can be helpful in creating a more comfortable 
organisational climate and in building stronger workplace relations across ethnic 
outgroups.
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In this, final chapter, I reflect on the findings of the empirical chapters. In particular, 
the methodological, theoretical and practical contributions are examined. Lastly, I 
outline the limitations and suggestions for further research.
Summary of research questions and findings
The aim of this dissertation was to examine the potential reciprocal relationships 
between workplace social interactions and political attitudes. Two types of workplace 
interactions are considered: in the first three empirical chapters (chapters 2, 3 and 4) 
the focus is on suppression of voice by the supervisors, while the last empirical 
chapter (Chapter 5) focuses on support and suppression of voice by coworkers. 
When it comes to political attitudes, three types are considered, namely authoritari-
anism, populism and attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements. 
 In chapter 2, the effect of voice suppression by supervisors on employees’ 
authoritarian attitudes was examined in two ways: firstly, considering only the effect 
of having experienced suppression or not; and secondly, considering the effect of the 
subjective (emotional) impact of suppression. With regards to the dichotomy between 
having experienced suppression or not, the results suggested no relationship between 
experiencing suppression by the supervisor and employees’ authoritarianism. However, 
when taking into account the lived experience of suppression, namely its subjective 
impact, a significant quadratic effect was found on authoritarian attitudes. Specifically, 
the results seemed to indicate that employees who experienced moderate subjective 
impact of suppression held less authoritarian attitudes than employees who did not 
experience suppression. On the contrary, employees who experienced high subjective 
impact of suppression held more authoritarian attitudes than those who did not 
experience suppression. The results were interpreted through the lens of political 
socialisation, theorising that suppression by the supervisor might have led to changes 
in employees’ level of acceptance of authoritarian attitudes. 
 In chapter 3, the potential effect of suppression on populist attitudes was examined. 
In this case, comparing groups of employees based on having experienced suppression 
(or not) showed significant differences in populist attitudes. The potential moderating 
effect of power distance was studied, as power distance may be a source of differences 
in subjective impact of suppression. The results indicated that employees who 
experienced suppression held more populist attitudes than employees who did not 
experience suppression. Thus, a significant positive relationship between suppression 
of voice by the supervisor and populist attitudes was found. Moreover, this relationship 
was stronger the less accepting of power distance as a value the employees were, 
thereby indicating a moderating effect of power distance. These findings were also 
interpreted through the lens of political socialisation, thus assuming that the observed 
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group differences were due to suppression increasing employees’ acceptance of 
populist attitudes, while having a stronger effect on the employees who were a priori 
less accepting of power distance as a value.
 In chapter 4, the research question of Chapter 3 is expanded upon by focusing on 
the possibility of reciprocal causality between suppression by the supervisor and 
employees’ populist attitudes. Thus, in addition to the workplace political socialisation 
effect of suppression on populist attitudes as assumed in Chapter 3, in Chapter 4 the 
effect of employees’ populist attitudes on their social interactions with supervisors was 
examined. For this purpose, three wave panel data was analysed, thereby allowing 
better insight into the causal mechanisms compared to the cross-sectional data 
analysis used in Chapter 3. Cross lagged panel analysis finds indications for both 
causal directions, namely the effect of suppression by the supervisor on employees’ 
subsequent populist attitudes, as well as the effect of employees’ populist attitudes on 
their likelihood of subsequently experiencing suppression by the supervisor. While the 
analysis provides support for the effect of employees’ existing populist attitudes on 
their likelihood of subsequently experiencing suppression, the support for the effect of 
suppression on subsequent populist attitudes is less robust. Specifically, while the 
effect of populist attitudes on suppression showed up as a cross lagged effect, the 
effect of suppression on populist attitudes was probably captured as a cross-sectional 
effect (thereby providing weaker causal implications). This is likely due to the specificities 
of the research design, serving therefore as an invitation for further investigation through 
future research (as further discussed in the “Limitations and suggestions for further 
research” subsection).
 In chapter 5, a different set of reactions to voice was examined, namely reactions 
by coworkers, rather than by supervisors. Specifically, this chapter aimed to explore 
the potential reciprocal relationships between voice support and suppression by 
ethnic outgroup coworkers on the one hand, and native Dutch employees’ attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements on the other hand. The findings of longitudinal 
panel analysis support the reciprocal quality of this relationship. Specifically, negative 
effect of suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers was found on native employees’ 
subsequent attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements. Simultaneously, the less 
favourable attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements were held by native employees’, 
the more likely they were to subsequently experience suppression by ethnic outgroup 
coworkers. 
 Although the findings are not fully consistent relative to different attitudes (author-
itarianism, populism and immigrant entitlements) and points of measurement being 
observed (wave one, two or three and their combinations), a pattern emerges from 
the chapters. A birds eye view of the findings suggests there might be a reciprocal 
relationship between workplace social interactions and political attitudes. The theoretical 
and practical implications of these findings are discussed in what follows.
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Theoretical and practical implications
As outlined in the introduction, the existing literature on workplace political socialisation 
distinguishes three mechanisms of carry-over from work to politics, namely skill 
development (Greenberg et al., 1996; Guo, 2007; Bandura, 1994; Carter, 2006), 
occupational autonomy and task structure (Kohn, 1969; Boix & Posner, 1998; Oesch, 
2008; 2014; Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014), and the workplace as a facilitator of crosscutting 
discourse (Mutz & Mondak, 2006). The present research adds another mechanism 
of workplace political socialisation, namely generalisation of attitudes formed through 
workplace social interactions (interactions in question being related to workplace 
voice, namely support and suppression of voice). Although the newly proposed 
mechanism bears comparison with the existing mechanism in certain aspects, it 
differs in others, therefore constituting an important theoretical contribution. In what 
follows the similarities are considered first, and thereafter the unique contribution of 
the new mechanism in juxtaposition with the existing mechanisms. 
 The main common ground shared between the existing mechanisms and the 
newly proposed one (being generalisation of attitudes formed through workplace 
social interactions) is the reliance on a  process of generalisation. In other words, all 
mentioned mechanisms ultimately rely on transposing the content learned (whether 
skills or attitudes) from the workplace context to the political context. The newly 
proposed mechanism is based on the generalisation of attitudes formed at the 
workplace into political attitudes, similarly to the occupational autonomy / task 
structure and crosscutting discourse mechanisms.
 However, the newly proposed mechanism differs from the occupational 
autonomy / task structure and crosscutting discourse mechanisms in the way 
attitudes at the workplace are formed. Specifically, the focus on how work-related 
social interactions affect attitudes is the main novelty in comparison to the mentioned 
existing mechanisms. While the crosscutting discourse mechanism also involves 
social interactions at work as factors in attitude formation, it focuses on interactions 
that have political content (i.e. discussing politics). Conversely, the mechanism 
proposed in this dissertation focuses on social interactions at work whereby the 
content is work-related instead (i.e. reactions to voice). Moreover, the difference 
between cross-cutting discourse and the newly proposed mechanism is their relative 
impact on employees’ life: while cross-cutting discourse is limited to workplace 
discussions, support and suppression of voice may have tangible consequences 
with regards to how the issue voiced is ultimately resolved. Similarly, the focus on 
such work-related social interactions is precisely what distinguishes the proposed 
mechanism from the existing occupational autonomy / task structure mechanism as 
well. While the existing mechanism focuses on structural factors, the mechanism 
proposed in this dissertation focuses on social interactions. In the case of interactions 
564634-L-bw-Stanojevic
Processed on: 10-8-2021 PDF page: 152
152
Chapter 6
with one’s supervisors, however, these mechanisms converge in the sense that they 
are both based on workplace power dynamics. To some extent, workplace social 
interactions such as voice suppression by the supervisor may represent a reflection 
of one’s occupational autonomy and task structure. 
 Thus, the findings of this dissertation that indicate an effect of (work-related) 
workplace social interactions (with supervisors and coworkers) on subsequent 
political attitudes, contribute to the existing literature by expanding the mechanisms 
of workplace political socialisation. These findings show that workplace interactions 
do not necessarily need to involve political content in order to affect political attitudes. 
Moreover, the findings that indicate an effect of suppression by supervisors on 
employees’ populist attitudes speak to the literature on occupational autonomy and 
task structure as sources of political socialisation. Under the assumption that 
employees at jobs with certain occupational autonomy and task structures are more 
or less likely to experience suppression by the supervisor, these findings may imply 
that occupational autonomy and task structure influence political attitudes in part via 
social interactions with one’s supervisors.
 Apart from contributing to the knowledge about mechanisms of workplace 
political socialisation, the present findings also contribute to the literature in that they 
emphasize reciprocity between social interactions at work and political attitudes. 
These findings imply a reinforcing effect between workplace social interactions 
and political attitudes, whereby attitudes evoke certain types of social experiences, 
which in turn evoke certain types of social attitudes. Considering other mentioned 
mechanisms, the reinforcing interaction between workplace experiences and political 
attitudes may not only be the case with social interactions. Rather, it might be the 
case that other factors that were thus far conceptualized as antecedents affecting 
political constructs (i.e. skill development, occupational autonomy / task structure) 
are also at the same time affected by those political constructs. For example, while 
the effect of skill development within the workplace context on the development of 
political skills has been confirmed in the literature, it may also be the case that 
development of political skills affects the development of skills at the workplace. 
While this possibility is acknowledged in the existing literature, it was not explicitly 
empirically tested (e.g. Cohen & Vigoda, 1999; Geurkink, Akkerman & Sluiter, 2020; 
Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014; Kohn & Schooler, 1969; Miller, Schooler, Kohn & Miller, 1979).
 The described reciprocal relationship between workplace social interactions 
holds practical importance, considering that the process of mutual reinforcement 
could be influenced at different stages. On the one hand, organisations may be 
interested in how employees’ political attitudes affect their workplace behaviours. 
Particularly, this knowledge may improve communication between supervisors and 
subordinates. For example, a better understanding of the origins of workplace 
behaviour in political attitudes may allow for a more constructive communication 
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between the two sides of the organisational hierarchy, especially considering voicing 
of workplace issues. Since voice suppression is generally a negative emotional 
experience for all parties involved, raising awareness about the effects of political 
attitudes on employees’ expression of voice, potentially inducing suppression at the 
workplace may reduce the occurrence of suppression and thereby improve 
organisational climate. Moreover, the findings show that native employees’ attitudes 
regarding immigrant entitlements play an important role in the cycle of relationships 
with ethnic outgroup coworkers. This knowledge may be used in selection procedures 
for organisations with multicultural working environments. In these cases, the 
willingness to contribute to a workplace climate that embraces ethnic diversity can be 
made part of the selection process, thereby ensuring a good starting point for 
maintaining favourable interethnic relations at work. Otherwise, diversity trainings 
with an emphasis on voice could break the cycle and prevent interethnic relations at 
the workplace from getting progressively worse over time.
 On the other hand, it is important to understand the connections between workplace 
voice and political attitudes, since important institutions regulating the workplace 
may, perhaps unintentionally, increase workers vulnerability to voice suppression. For 
example, Sluiter, Manevska and Akkerman (2020) found a significant relation between 
labour contract and suppression of voice: workers with temporary contracts report 
being suppressed more frequently than permanent workers do. Hence, in the current 
attempts to reform labour market institutions (commissie-Borstlap, 2020), the effect 
of workplace voice suppression on political attitudes should be taken into account. 
Additionally, understanding the role of the workplace for current political developments 
has relevance in and of itself, as it is currently often overlooked in public and political 
debate. Failing to take into account peoples’ lived daily experiences, such as workplace 
suppression, often stirs the discussion in less productive directions. For example, 
in the case of populist attitudes, within the public debate it is often implied that people 
who hold such attitudes are “ignorant” or “angry”, while overlooking peoples’ lived 
experiences from which populist attitudes may come as an understandable extra -
polation regarding power relations in the society. 
Methodological considerations
The outlined theoretical and practical implications are made possible by the 
longitudinal design and the analysis of cross lagged panel models. This choice 
allowed discovering a reciprocal relationship between workplace voice suppression 
and political attitudes. Therefore, this research emphasizes the importance of 
simultaneously examining both causal directions in cases when reciprocal causality 
is theoretically plausible. The importance of doing so is further emphasized in the 
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side-by-side comparison between cross-sectional and cross lagged findings outlined 
in this dissertation. 
 While cross-sectional models capture effects based on differences between 
groups as observed in one point in time, cross lagged models capture effects based 
on between and within person variance over time. Therefore, the advantage of cross 
lagged over cross-sectional effects is the known temporal order, which is what causal 
inferences in CLPM analysis are based on. This characteristic of CLPM analysis led 
to the common use of cross lagged effects in developmental research, where 
reciprocal feedback effects are prevalent (Berry & Willoughby, 2017). Since this 
dissertation conceptualizes workplace political socialisation as a part of life-long 
development, the CLPM approach was applied in order to disentangle the likely 
reciprocal effects. In Chapter 4, the interpretations based on cross-sectional effects 
were compared to the interpretations based on cross lagged effects. 
 The comparison of these interpretations illustrates an interesting phenomenon. It 
reveals that the results of cross-sectional analysis may sometimes encompass 
reciprocal effects combined in one cross-sectional correlation. This is exactly the 
case with the cross-sectional correlation between suppression and populism, which 
upon further investigation using CLPM appeared to consist from combined reciprocal 
effects. Without the insights based on CLPM analysis, the interpretation of such 
combined cross-sectional effects is often based on whichever causal direction is 
more convincingly represented in the existing literature, as done in Chapter 3, where 
cross-sectional findings were interpreted according to workplace political socialisation 
hypothesis. Considering the historical prevalence of cross-sectional designs in social 
sciences literature, this practice may lead to confirmation biases based on theoretical, 
rather than empirical considerations. 
 Nevertheless, while CLPM analysis certainly has its advantages over cross- 
sectional analysis, mainly in that it provides information on temporal order and (partly) 
controls for confounding factors, this is not enough to yield unequivocal causal 
conclusions. Recent literature (Hamaker, Kuiper & Grasman, 2015; Allison, Williams 
& Moral-Benito, 2017; Usami, Murayama & Hamaker, 2019; Usami, 2020; Mulder & 
Hamaker, 2020) reveals that the cross lagged paths in CLPM cannot be interpreted 
as purely within-subject change – rather, they also partly contain between-subject 
variability or differences in traits. While it is certainly possible that between and within 
subject variability are aligned, in such a way that between subject variability reflects 
aggregated effects of within subject change, this is not always the case (Berry & 
Willoughby, 2017). Therefore, the cross lagged effects estimated in this dissertation 
are interpreted with caution. 
 Although cross lagged panel models cannot, in and of themselves, provide 
unequivocal causal evidence, they represent a valuable indicator that can, together 
with theoretical considerations, make the case for causality (Selig & Little, 2012). In 
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this case, I conclude that such combined considerations indicate reciprocal causality 
between workplace social interactions and political attitudes. These conclusions are 
yet to be confirmed by future research, which would ideally improve on the limitations 
of the present work.
Limitations and suggestions for further research
Although the research questions posed in this dissertation are concerned with causal 
relationships, the survey data used limits the ability to make causal conclusions. 
While only experimental design can truly address such questions (Tyagi & Singh, 
2014), it is not likely that a feasible experiment is possible due to the nature of variables 
of interest. In particular, experimental manipulation of workplace suppression would 
probably not be ethical because it would likely inflict emotional distress. Similarly, 
experimental manipulation of political attitudes may have consequences that are not 
limited to the experiment, and is therefore also likely to be unethical. In order to avoid 
the ethical limitations, alternative experimental design (e.g. vignette experiments) 
could be used, which would circumvent manipulating workplace suppression and 
political attitudes. Therefore, experimental design that is in line with ethical guidelines 
would likely have limited ecological validity, as they would not involve experimental 
manipulation in the environment authentic to the phenomenon being researched. 
Considering these limitations, cross-lagged panel model analysis was the appropriate 
choice in the present work. 
 The results of cross lagged panel model analysis are dependent on the duration 
of the chosen lag (Newsom, 2015; Dormann & Griffin, 2015). This characteristic is 
considered one of the main drawbacks of such design (Kuiper & Ryan, 2018), 
especially because the lag chosen for the model almost never exactly represents the 
time that is actually needed for the causal effect to occur in reality (Kenny & 
Harackiewicz, 1979). Future research should use the findings presented here as a 
starting point when determining the lags for workplace support and suppression and 
political attitudes. This research would imply that lags shorter than 12 months should 
be used if one wishes to study the effects of suppression by supervisors on political 
attitudes. 
 This is apparent from the results of the models testing the relationship between 
suppression by supervisors and populist attitudes. Specifically, although these 
findings indicate a potential effect of suppression on subsequent populist attitudes, 
this effect is under the current research design only captured as a cross-sectional, 
rather than a cross lagged effect, thereby making it less conclusive due to uncertainty 
of the temporal order. This is likely due to the chosen lag (in this case longer than 12 
months) being used in combination with a retrospective suppression measure, which 
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may have allowed suppression to already exert an effect on populist attitudes in the 
same measuring point, thereby producing a cross-sectional rather than a cross 
lagged effect. Therefore, the recommendation for future research is to use shorter 
lags, meaning also a shorter retrospection window, which may allow for the effect to 
be captured as a cross lagged effect. 
 At this point, it is necessary to consider why the effect of suppression on populism 
was only captured as cross-sectional correlation, while the effect of suppression by 
ethnic outgroup coworkers on attitudes regarding immigrant entitlements was captured 
as cross lagged, even though the lag duration was the same in both studies. It might 
be the case that suppression by ethnic outgroup coworkers reinforces itself over 
time, thereby exerting a delayed effect. In other words, the suppression of voice as 
measured by the survey in a certain time point might have started a chain of negative 
contact experiences that kept amplifying negative attitudes towards immigrants 
over time, thereby creating a cumulative effect. That might be the reason the effect 
of suppression by coworkers is captured with a longer delay than the effect of 
suppression by the supervisor.
 All things considered, when it comes to lag duration, opting for lags as short as 
possible is beneficial, because such data allows for subsequently choosing longer 
lags in the analysis as needed, while the opposite is not true (once data is collected 
with longer lags, there is no way to analyse shorter lags). However, choosing shorter 
lags may potentially bring about different issues, such as respondent fatigue or panel 
attrition. Balancing such tradeoffs may require a process of trial and error in designing 
the research. Therefore, another solution may be a variation of panel survey design 
where respondents report suppression as it happens and are subsequently surveyed 
or interviewed in several consecutive short lags. Such a study could also be used as 
a pilot to determine the optimal lag duration. 
 Lastly, it should be considered that a single experience, such as the experience 
of workplace suppression or support as measured in the present research, is likely to 
only have limited effect on political attitudes. The operationalization used here was 
purposefully methodologically strict (only responses to voice; dichotomous – not 
accounting for potential multiple instances or severity). However, it is possible that 
employing a broader definition that also includes experiences unrelated to workplace 
voice, or operationalization that accounts for multiple instances rather than a 
dichotomy, could better capture potential ongoing, persistent  workplace suppression, 
which can have a more profound effect on political attitudes. 
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In sum, the research presented in this dissertation highlights the interdependence of 
different social contexts. Specifically, it presents theoretical and empirical support for 
the reciprocal relationship between workplace social interactions (namely voice 
suppression) and political attitudes. Apart from contributing to the theoretical 
understanding of political socialization, awareness of these reciprocal relationships 
may be practically useful on several levels: firstly, on the individual level, for the 
employees and supervisors involved in daily social interactions; secondly, on the 
level of the organisation, with regards to maintaining a pleasant organisational 
climate; and lastly, on the level of actors and institutions with interest in labour market 
and politics.
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The data obtained during my PhD at the Radboud Institute for Management Research 
(IMR ) have been captured and stored in the Workgroup, the official intranet cloud, as 
recommended by the department. The data was collected within the Linking the 
Discontented employee and the Discontented Citizen research project. All steps 
concerning the process from the original data collected to the obtained results have 
been stored in this map. Data was additionally backed-up on university server 
belonging to the department (C013688). All data archives are stored on Workgroup 
and accessible by the associated senior staff members. To ensure interpretability of 
the data, all filenames, descriptive files and program code and scripts used to provide 
the final results are documented.
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Even though theoretically authoritarianism consists of aggression and submission, 
previous research rarely empirically established these as separate dimensions 
(Altemeyer 1981, 1988, 1998; Rattazzi et al., 2007). Arguably, authoritarian aggression 
in practice implies a certain degree of submission, and vice versa. Thus, when items 
that focus on submission and aggression make up a single factor, it should come as 
no surprise.
 However, our initial analysis suggests two factors: the first five items loading on 
the first, and the last three items loading on the second factor. Examining content of 
the items led to the conclusion that the last three items load separately not because 
they tap into authoritarian aggression, but because they imply physical violence 
and might therefore measure a different, violent tendency. Item number five also 
measures authoritarian aggression, but does not have the violent component, so it 
loads together with the submission items. Therefore, we decided to construct the 
 authoritarianism scale using the first 5 items suggested by the principal component 
analysis, as they represent both submission and aggression, and are not confounded 







1. Obedience and respect for authority are the 
most important values children should learn.
.638 -.010 .400
2. The law must always be adhered to, even if a 
particular law is wrong.
.519 -.001 .269
3. What this country needs is a strong leader. .737 -.083 .491
4. A country can best be ruled by order and strict 
rules.
.773 .035 .625
5. People who violate the law must be punished 
very strictly.
.646 .115 .504
6. It is the duty of every citizen to eliminate people 
who endanger the public order
.279 .438 .389
7. The state may use violence against its citizens 
to guard the public order
.006 .745 .551
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with the factor of violence favourability. Table A1.2 presents the principal component 
analysis on the final set of items.
Table A1.2   Principal Component Analysis on the Final Set of Items Measuring  
Authoritarianism
Item Factor loading Communality
1. Obedience and respect for authority are the most 
important values children should learn.
.634 .401
2. The law must always be adhered to, even if a 
particular law is wrong.
.522 .273
3. What this country needs is a strong leader. .694 .481
4. A country can best be ruled by order and strict 
rules.
.801 .641
5. To make society work well, it is necessary to 
punish people who violate the law very strictly.
.678 .472
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Table A1.4   Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Authoritarianism  






Subjective impact of suppression, level 1 -.098 .155
Subjective impact of suppression, level 2 .046 .101
Subjective impact of suppression, level 3 -.242*** .065
Subjective impact of suppression, level 4 -.030 .046
Subjective impact of suppression, level 5 .071 .038
Lower level education .137*** .029
Higher level education -.352*** .018
Age .000 .001
Gender -.010 .019
Solo self-employed -.083 .043
Temporary w/ prospect -.021 .027
Temporary w/o prospect -.086 .045
Flexible contract -.011 .021
Weekly work hours .002* .001
Union membership .018 .023
Union missing -.023 .021
Supervisor themselves .037 .020
Sector .024 .019
No issue -.018 .019
Issue, no voice -.034 .029
(Constant) 3.404 .048
Adjusted R2 = .077
* P < .05;  ** P < .01;  *** P < .001;  according to two-tailed t-test.
